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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
In 1974, as a result of public pressure and recent court decisions, 
the legislature of Iowa passed Senate File 1163 reorganizing the inter­
mediate educational units of Iowa and mandating special education ser­
vices in Iowa. A basic provision of the law was the development of a 
funding system to facilitate the expansion of special education services 
to all parts of the state. 
Commencing July 1, 1975, the new provisions went into full effect. 
There is no reliable way to determine precisely what the total special 
education expenditures in Iowa were prior to that date. The county and 
local district accounting procedures, the multitude of intercounty and 
interdistrict cooperative agreements, the difference in fiscal or calen­
dar budget years, and the various changing state aid provisions created 
too much confusion in calculating costs. The best estimate of the Iowa 
Departmenc of Public InsÊruetion is that sixteen to seventeen thousand 
students were served in special education programs in the 1974-75 school 
year. In 1975-76, the first year of SF 1163 operation, the number in­
creased to twenty-five thousand. A related increase occurred in the 
number of personnel needed and dollars expended for the added programs. 
(Interview with Frank Vance, Director of Special Education, Iowa Depart­
ment of Public Instruction, September 10, 1976.) 
One feature of the law was that special education instruction be­
came the responsibility of local districts to provide» A number of con­
tractual arrangements were permitted in the law to fulfill this 
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obligation. Also, special education consultants, psychologists, and 
administrators were made available to all parts of the state. 
There are a number of aspects to SF 1163. Selected aspects 
include: 
1. The mandate that all handicapped students shall receive 
special education services 
2. The reorganization of the county school systems into fifteen 
area education agencies 
3. The assignment of various regulatory and service responsibili­
ties in special education to the fifteen area education agencies 
4. A weighted enrollment for special education students to finance 
instructional programs and permit expansion 
5. An assessment per pupil in a school district to finance special 
education support services in the area 
6. The granting of broad and sweeping rulemaking authority to 
the Iowa Department of Public Instruction. Selected aspects of 
the rules include; 
a. The principle of least restrictive environment for special 
education students, commonly referred to as mainstreaming 
b. Procedures for screening and identifying special education 
students 
c. Giving area education agencies the responsibility and 
authority to propose all special education programs within 
the area 
d. Giving the Department of Public Instruction the 
3 
responsibility and authority to approve all program pro­
posals in special education. 
Since the quality and availability of special education services 
varied greatly across the state, one goal of the regulatory power was to 
equalize services in all areas. It was felt by many that special educa­
tion services existed primarily in the urban, more populated parts of 
the state. 
Problem and Hypotheses 
After one and one-half years since the inception of the law, what 
do various interested groups perceive as the status of special education 
in Iowa? What are their reactions to the various aspects implemented by 
SF 1163? The purpose of this study was to survey selected perceptions 
of the status of special education in Iowa and something of the impact 
of the new law. 
Those groups selected to be surveyed included general education 
administrators, parents of special education students, and key legisla­
tors. The education administrators were selected from school districts 
of various sizes in the state and included superintendents and principals. 
Parents were also selected from the same districts and included parents 
of students with various legally recognized special education handicaps. 
The legislators included those individuals in the Iowa Senate and House 
of Representatives most likely to influence future legislation related 
to SF 1163. 
It was assumed that these three groups would have interest in the 
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status of special education in Iowa. Because these three groups are 
outside the special education administrative structure, their percep­
tions should be particularly useful to decision-makers within special ed­
ucation. A comparison of views of philosophy, practices, and procedures 
was felt to be useful in identifying areas of strength and weakness in 
the support of special education. 
The following null hypotheses were tested: 
1. There is no significant difference in principals' and 
superintendents* perceptions of special education as measured 
by group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
2. There is no significant difference in elementary and secondary 
principals' perceptions of special education as measured by 
group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
3. There is no significant difference in legislators* and educa­
tion administrators* perceptions of special education as 
measured by group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
4. There is no significant difference in parents' and education 
administrators' perceptions of special education as measured 
by group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
5. There is no significant difference in parents' âtiu legislators' 
perceptions of special education as measured by group mean 
scores on the opinionnaire. 
6. There is no significant difference in education administra­
tors' perceptions of special education according to school 
size as measured by group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
7. There is no significant difference in parents' perceptions of 
special education according to school size as measured by 
group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
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Delimitations and Definition of Terms 
In this study special education referred to those service and 
organizational structures necessary to educate and train students hand­
icapped in obtaining an education as specified in Chapter 281 of the 
Iowa Code, and as defined in the Iowa Rules of Special Education. 
Instructional services referred to classroom or instructionally 
related activities ordinarily provided by the school but which may, 
under certain conditions, be contracted from another private or public 
agency. Instructional services usually require daily contact with stu­
dents. 
Support services complement instructional services in that they 
augment or supplement the instructional program. Common examples in­
clude psychologists and consultants. 
General education administrators referred to those who have broad 
responsibility to administer the usual education program provided under 
compulsory education laws. While this education may vary from district 
to district, it is characterized by certain minimal requirements of law 
and expectations of the public. In this study the general education 
administrators surveyed were superintendents and principals. While other 
administrators exist, these two positions occur most consistently in 
Iowa school districts. They also were assumed to be the professional 
group in education that most consistently influences local educational 
policy. They do so by day-to-day decisions, recommendations to school 
boards, and the natural "hearing" the public gives them because of the 
expertise of their positions. In this study, only public school 
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administrators were surveyed. The law makes no provision for special 
education instructional services funded through private school enroll­
ment. 
Parent of a special education student meant a natural parent or 
any other person with personal guardianship rights and responsibilities 
for a special education student. Special education students referred 
to those identified as handicapped in obtaining an education and in this 
study only to those "weighted" and enrolled in special programs. To­
gether, learning disabled and mentally disabled students comprise eighty-
eight percent of those identified and served in Iowa in special educa­
tion. Therefore, it was assumed that random sampling would produce a 
preponderance of parents of students with either of these two handicaps. 
It was assumed in this study that principals are the general educa­
tion administrators closest to the instructional level who have knowl­
edge of special education in the schools. Also, it was assumed that 
pâcêiius of special education students are the clients with the greatest 
personal concern regarding special education services. 
There are services provided under SF 1163 besides those of special 
education; however, these services were not considered in this study. 
Perceptions are a reality in that they are the basis on which de­
cisions are often made. Perceptions in this study referred to the 
beliefs and interpretations one holds regarding a phenomenon, subject, 
or experience. These beliefs are influenced by experience, observation, 
and the situation. While they are often elusive, they can be valid 
areas of survey because of the influence they have on decision-making. 
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This study dealt with perceptions surveyed by the opinionnaire approach. 
Surveys were mailed to parents and education administrators and delivered 
directly to members of the legislature. Information as to school size 
and the names of administrators in the schools was obtained from various 
state education department records. ^ 
Organization of Study 
The study was organized into five chapters. Chapter One presented 
the problem, stated the hypotheses, defined the terms, and presented 
delimitations. 
Chapter Two provided a background for understanding the development 
and passage of the special education law. It also gave insight into as­
pects associated with the implementation of the law. Related literature 
and research in this area was also presented. 
Chapter Three dealt with methods and procedures for collecting and 
analyzing the information for this study. Chapter Four presented the 
results of the survey. Chapter Five offered some conclusions and recom­
mendations from the researcher's interpretation of the results of this 
study. 
Summary 
Growth in special education in Iowa has most recently resulted 
frcan the passage of SF 1163 in 1974, effective July 1, 1975. The law 
provided for a reorganization of the county school systems into fifteen 
area education agencies. Special education services were mandated for 
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all handicapped students in Iowa and provisions for financing both in­
structional and support services were established. The legislation pro­
vided for open-ended funding of special education programs. 
The new area education agencies were granted power to implement 
and enforce many aspects of the new law. The Iowa Department of Public 
Instruction received broad and sweeping rulemaking and regulatory powers. 
This study was undertaken to measure the perceptions of selected 
groups as to the services, practices, and procedures in special educa­
tion in Iowa one and one-half years after full implementation of the new 
law. The groups surveyed were those whose support or lack of support 
was likely to influence the direction of special education in Iowa in 
the future. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH 
Due to recent expansion in the field, a great deal has been written 
about special education. Therefore, it was necessary to limit the exam­
ination of the literature to selected areas. Also, the review was not 
intended to be exhaustive, rather to deal with those areas of special 
education related to the problem presented in Chapter One of this study. 
Those areas included (1) background information related to SF 1163, 
(2) a history of special education, (3) surveys in special education, 
(4) the role of superintendents, principals and parents as it relates to 
special education, (5) perceptions and attitudes in decision snaking, and 
(6) the use of opinionnaires in special education. 
Background 
A number of forces have resulted in a recent upsurge in the growth 
of special education. It has been estimated that special education ser­
vices have expanded more in the last decade than in the previous two 
centuries (63, p. 7). 
Twenty-five years ago nearly ninety percent of all handicapped chil­
dren in the United States did not receive an adequate education. Six 
years ago the figure was sixty percent and today the percentage stands 
at forty-five. When the United States Congress framed the new Education 
for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, the federal government was com­
mitted to serving all handicapped students by 1980. Some perspective 
is given to the challenge when one realizes there are nearly eight 
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million handicapped children in the U.S. (63, p. 1) 
By far the most striking element of this development is a new way 
of looking at how people with handicaps fit into the educational picture. 
Until recent times those who received special education did so at the 
sufferance of society; it was an act of charity. Regular classrooms 
were not open to special students because their presence might be "detri­
mental to the education of others" or "Inadvisable". It was widely 
accepted that the more severely handicapped could not benefit from edu­
cation; it was a waste of money. Therefore, they were barred from public 
education. This decision resided primarily with the school authorities 
and parents were allowed little say in the matter. Those parents who 
could afford private services obtained them; those who could not either 
kept the children at home or placed them in state institutions. The 
public marveled at a few inspiring accounts of handicapped individuals, 
but there was no widespread awareness of the total needs of the handi­
capped. 
Today the law and national policy have changed. Education is in­
creasingly recognized as the handicapped person's right. Moreover, this 
right cannot be abridged, even on the grounds that funds are not avail­
able. The handicapped are recognized as having rights no less inalien­
able than those of other American citizens. 
This view has resulted in part from the overall public attitude 
toward minorities in general. There is a more enlightened view toward 
the equality of rights of all citizens. In addition, there has been a 
type of civil rights movement among parents of the handicapped and even 
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the handicapped themselves. This movement involves coalitions of in­
dividuals representing various handicapping conditions. These groups, 
banded together, have been extremely successful in the courts and legis­
latures of this countiry. Perhaps most striking have been the court 
victories (63, p. 4). 
In 1971, the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Citizens brought 
suit on behalf of thirteen retarded children in that state. Joined by 
various interested groups and experts in the field, they charged the 
state of Pennsylvania with abridging the basic rights of retarded chil­
dren. Citing the equal protection laws of the state and due process 
guarantees of the United States Constitution, they argued that handi­
capped children were entitled to an education equal to that given other 
children. The court found in favor of the Pennsylvania Association for 
Retarded Citizens. 
This landmark case was followed one year later with a similar but 
îjjTOttdeîT îTuliïtg. In î'îxUs v. Scard of Edvcsticn (1970), 34-S F Supp 866, 
DDC, the Federal Court of the District of Columbia declared that all 
children have a right to "Suitable publicly supported education, regard­
less of the degree of the child's mental, physical, or emotional dis­
ability or impairment." In response to the school board's argument of 
limited funds, the court replied; "If sufficient funds are not available 
to finance all of the services and programs that are needed and de­
sirable in the system, then available funds must be expended equitably 
in such a manner that no child is entirely excluded from a publicly 
supported education. . . ." (63, p. 4). 
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What has followed has been a series of rulings almost exclusively 
in favor of handicapped students. Public awareness and pressure has 
mounted on behalf of special education and local schools have responded 
with rapid program expansion. 
In addition to the activity in the courts, the federal government 
has enlarged its role in special education. The federal government for 
over a century had indicated interest in educating the blind and the 
deaf. In the 1930s a member of the U.S. Office of Education was assigned 
to monitor the condition of special education in the U.S. However, 
federal involvement took a quantum leap with the passage of the Elemen­
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Subsequent amendments estab­
lished a Bureau of Education for the Handicapped and provided substan­
tial amounts of seed money for states to initiate special education 
programs. Â number of special education bills were passed almost yearly 
thereafter (63, p. 5). 
In 1974, Public Law 93-380 InuIcâLëd the pace o£ the special educa­
tion movement. It authorized higher levels of aid for states and, 
equally important, it specified due process requirements protecting the 
rights of handicapped youngsters. It supported the principle of placing 
children in the least restrictive educational environment commensurate 
to their needs, and required the states not only to establish a goal for 
providing education services to all handicapped students but also to 
develop a plan setting forth when the state expected to achieve that 
goal (63, p. 6). 
It was during the same year, 1974, that significant developments 
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occurred in Iowa. For ten years the Iowa General Assembly had debated 
and considered various bills either to reorganize the county school sys­
tem or improve special education services. The forces at work nationally 
were also having their effect in Iowa. Parent groups were emboldened 
by court decisions and legislative action in other states. Federal 
legislation and public awareness were creating pressures on the legis­
lature to consider carefully the State's commitment to special educa­
tion. (Interview with Drexel Lange, Associate Superintendent, Iowa De­
partment of Public Instruction, December 10, 1976.) 
Various state institutions for handicapped children had existed 
for many years, but social and educational leaders were seriously ques­
tioning the efficacy of this form of education. Early programs for 
handicapped students in the community were largely the result of volun­
teer efforts. Parents of handicapped children and others banded to­
gether, raised funds, and planned and implemented services not other­
wise âvôilsulc in the public schools. Glu country school buildings or 
local churches were often used to house these volunteer or private 
efforts. After time and prodding, the public schools assuned the oper­
ation of many of these programs. (Interview with Helen Henderson, Execu­
tive Director of the Iowa Association for Retarded Citizens; September 
21, 1976.) 
In the 1940s a state law was passed permitting the local districts 
to establish special education programs. The original law established 
that excess costs above normal education should be paid from the state 
treasury. However, state appropriations never covered the excess costs 
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so that reimbursement was prorated. By the end of the bill's tenure, 
that prorated figure was about twenty-five percent of actual expendi­
tures (5, p. 2). 
During the 1950s and 1960s the county school systems provided a 
number of special education services. Partly because they had a larger 
population base and partly because they needed a reason for existence, 
the county systems filled a void in special education services. The 
larger city school systems also provided their own special education ser­
vices. The combination of cooperative county programs and various city 
programs caused great disparity in the amount and quality of special 
education services in Iowa. It was impossible for the State Department 
of Public Instruction to obtain a total picture of which services were 
being provided adequately and which were lacking. 
In addition, the spending limits imposed in recent years made it 
difficult to expand special education programs. Under the controlled 
budget, local districts were prone not to start expensive new programs. 
Therefore, new and expanded capability was enacted into law establishing 
one hundred percent payment by the state for new programs in special 
education. However, this law tended to penalize districts with exist­
ing programs and departmental rules prohibited some small districts 
from utilizing this law. 
This hodge-podge of funding inequities and a need for reorganized 
county systems, together with the national trends mentioned above, led 
to the passage in 1974 of SF 1163. This long and complicated bill, actu­
ally eighty-four pages in length, attempted to create a unified and 
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comprehensive method of delivering both instructional and support ser­
vices to handicapped children. It brought the financing of these pro­
grams into the regular school budget by making them a part of the state 
foundation aid formula. Financing for handicapped children was to be 
exactly the same as with regular children. The only difference was that 
it recognized that programs for the handicapped cost more and a weight­
ing factor was established to generate the necessary funds (5, p. 2). 
Distinguishing provisions of the law were that it; 
1. abolished the county school systems and replaced them with 
fifteen area education agencies 
2. mandated that special education services be provided to 
all children 
3. placed the instructional responsibilities for special educa­
tion on the local school district 
4. established a complex system of funding for area education 
agency functions. 
The county school systems had become agencies that primarily pro­
vided special education services. Estimates are that over seventy per­
cent of the county system budgets went for special education (18, p. 30). 
The quality of programs was very unequal. Some counties had merged 
and become highly sophisticated service organizations; others provided 
almost nothing. The new area education agencies were created with 
boundaries conterminous with the existing fifteen merged area school 
corporations. These boundaries existed primarily by combinations of 
counties; however, exceptions existed in each area where local school 
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district boundaries crossed over county lines. (See Appendix VI for 
map.) 
The board of directors for each area education agency (ÂEÀ) was 
elected by the boards of directors of the local school districts 
located within the respective area education agencies. There had been 
considerable legislative debate as to two aspects of the AEA board of 
directors: 1) should there be a separate board for the AEA or should 
the already established boards of the existing area school corporations 
(primarily community colleges) assume this as an added responsibility? 
2) if a separate board was to be utilized, should this board be elected 
directly by the citizens or chosen by the boards of directors of the 
local districts? (Interview with John Vint, Lobbyist, Iowa State Educa­
tion Association, September 17, 1976.) 
The law provided for separate boards to be elected by the local 
boards of directors. Each local district board was given a propor­
tionate share of a vote or votes on a board member or members according 
to district population. 
The mandate stated that special education services shall be provided 
to all students needing them. This provision was the result of those 
local and national pressures already described. The law specifically 
provided for a director of special education whose primary duty was to 
"Insure that each child requiring special education in the area receives 
an appropriate special education program or service" (56, p. 7). This 
provided citizens and parents with a specific person in each area who 
could be held accountable for any failure to report program or service 
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needs. 
The law gave the Iowa Department of Public Instruction broad and 
sweeping authority to draw up rules and regulations necessary to imple­
ment provisions of the law. The area directors of special education 
became an extension of the state department (52, p. 22). The respon­
sibility of screening students as to special needs, recommending 
programs, and reporting violations was given to the area direc­
tor of special education through the rules and regulations. The rules 
also established definitions and procedures for identifying students and 
making program recommendations (52, pp. 14 and 22). While these pro­
cedures are a blend of area and local district responsibility, the pre­
ponderance of power rests with the area education agency because of its 
expertise in special education. 
Since inequality of service among different locations of the state 
was a great concern, the Department of Public Instruction assumed cer­
tain equalization responsibilities. Apparently, it was assumed that 
all special education services would expand, and the Department of Pub­
lic Instruction was granted the power to approve just how much each 
area could expand. 
The responsibility to provide instructional programs for special 
education was given to the local school districts (52, p. 9). The area 
education agencies could provide a mechanism for coordination, coopera­
tion and, in some cases, the actual operation of the programs. The 
local district was to provide for the program through the use of 
weighted enrollment. After a student was properly identified, which 
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required certification by the area director of special education, that 
student could be counted "extra" in the school enrollment. The amount 
extra depended on the program need of the student. Since all so-called 
normal students were counted 1.0, special education students could be 
counted 1.8, 2.2, or 4.4. 
Essentially, a 1.8 weighting was for students who could spend most 
of their time in the regular classroom, but needed some supplementary 
help. The 2.2 weighting was for students in self-contained classrooms 
who needed a lower pupil-teacher ratio. The 4.4 weighting was for 
severely handicapped students where additional equipment and a very low 
pupil-teacher ratio might be needed. This counting became a part of 
the enrollment used for building budgets under the foundation plan in 
Iowa. The funds were therefore raised the same as with any other stu­
dent, through a combination of local and state taxing effort. The bud­
get ceiling was raised to allow for assumed additional costs. A pecul­
iar corollary to this weighting factor has been pointed out: Each dis­
trict raised what its per pupil costs were, not what the actual costs 
per pupil for special education might be at the location of the classes 
(62, p. 4). 
In addition to Instructional special education programs, the local 
district became Involved In other special education costs. The area 
education agency drafted a budget which was submitted to the Department 
of Public Instruction. Whatever adjustments were then made were a re­
sult of area agency and state department communications. The State Comp­
troller's office then notified the local district of the amount it was 
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to Include in its budget for area agency support. These funds were a 
part of the district controlled budget and thereby subject to state 
imposed limits. When a district held its public hearing on the budget, 
this was to be included for public scrutiny and questioning. 
A part of this budget was for special education support services. 
Personnel such as psychologists, consultants, social workers, super­
visors, speech and hearing clinicians, and related staff were included 
in these services. This budget was based on an amount per pupil assessed 
to each local district to build the area budget. The average asking 
for 1976-77 in Iowa was $48.42 per pupil, ranging from a high of $60.45 
(AEA 1) to a low of $40.27 (AEÂ 14) (62, p. 3). In counting the stu­
dents for this budget, the area used the district public school enroll­
ments, including the so-called phantom students used to cushion enroll­
ment decline, as well as weighted special education enrollments. This 
was in contrast to the enrollment figures used by the area for the media 
and "other services" aspect of the budget (62, p. 4). 
Concurrent with the passage of Iowa SF 1163, the federal govern­
ment passed Public Law 93-380, The Education Amendments of 1974. This 
law specified due process requirements to be followed to protect the 
rights of handicapped children and required that the principle of least 
restrictive educational environment for handicapped students be followed. 
Since the Department of Public Instruction in Iowa had broad rule-making 
authority, certain aspects of this federal law became a part of the Iowa 
Rules of Special Education. While not originating in SF 1163, the pro­
cedures were required at the same time that the new law took effect and 
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were enforceable because of the powers vested in the DPI by the law. 
(Interview with Frank Vance, Director of Special Education, Iowa Depart­
ment of Public Instruction, September 10, 1976.) 
History of Special Education 
The ancients saw the handicapped as bad omens, drags on society, 
nonworkers, accursed by the gods, and not worthy of human rights (44, 
p. 126). The Spartans made it a practice to kill the deviant or mal­
formed infant (36, p. 5). By medieval times, following the spread of 
Christianity, the handicapped were protected and pitied (36, p. 5). 
They were regarded as unfortunates whom the Good God expected others 
to protect. Hence, begging by the blind, deaf, crippled, and those 
with "weak minds" was accepted (44, p. 126). 
The first attempts to rehabilitate the handicapped began about 
three centuries ago with crude training programs for the deaf and blind. 
The age of humanism in Europe during the eighteenth century was impor­
tant to the philosophy of special education as it is known today. The 
training of the deaf to speak was perhaps the first true emergence 
of the special education movement (3, p. 245). The early programs in 
Europe and the United States centered mainly around the training school 
or residential school approach (3, p. 246), 
Publicly supported special education programs began with the passage 
of compulsory education laws from about 1840 to 1900. Educators were 
faced with the question of what to do with the less than able youngsters 
(40, p. 83). By 1911, one hundred large city school systems in the U.S. 
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had some sort of program for handicapped children (3, p. 246). 
In 1930 President Herbert Hoover convened the White House Confer­
ence on Child Health and Protection. Subsequently, and as a direct re­
sult, the federal government formed a department for special education 
within the Office of Education. Despite a growing public awareness of 
the handicapped, the depression of the 1930s and World War II slowed 
the expansion of special education classes (44, p. 128). 
Following World War II, enrollment in special education began a 
rapid growth, doubling almost every seven years (34, p. 27). The fac­
tors attributing to this major thrust in serving the handicapped have 
been identified by Melcher as follows: 
1. Professional knowledge was expanding rapidly, 
2. The country felt an acute need to repair its war 
wounded, who now were among the handicapped. 
3. Prominent people began to give a push to aiding the 
handicapped, e.g.. Pearl Buck, Dale Evans, the Kennedys. 
4. The formation of national parent groups into a power­
ful legislative lobby. 
5. The formation of national organizations of profes­
sionals serving the handicapped. 
6. Legislators recognized it was politically popular to 
help the handicapped. 
7. President John Kennedy's Panel on Mental Retardation 
and the impact of its extensive study. 
8. The federal government began to support programs 
and research for the handicapped. (44, p. 128) 
During the seventies the federal court system has been used exten­
sively by parent advocate groups to promote special education. Landmark 
cases include: 
Diana v. State Board of Education in California, C-70 37 RFP 
(N.D. California June 18, 1973. Non-reported decision). Estab­
lished appropriate procedures for identification of special 
education students; specifically, the right to be tested in 
the student's primary language. 
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Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Citizens v. the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 334 F Supp 1257 (Eastern Dist 
Penn 1971) 343 F Supp 279 (1972). Right of all students to 
be educated in the public schools, regardless of handicap. 
Mills V. Board of Education (1970), 348 F Supp 866, DDC. 
Right to education of the handicapped and lack of finances 
not appropriate excuse from the law. 
Colorado Association for Retarded Citizens v. State of 
Colorado, Civil Action No. 4620 (D. Colo-filed December 22, 
1972. Non-reported decision.) Extended the right to educa­
tion of the handicapped. Here passage of a law does not 
fulfill requirements of education for the handicapped. 
Kentucky Association for Retarded Citizens v. Kentucky, 
Civil Action No. 435 (Eastern Dist Ken Consent Agreement 
November 12, 1974. Non-reported decision.) Confirmed the right 
to education of the handicapped, much as in Pennsylvania 
and Colorado. 
Panitch v. State of Wisconsin (1974), 390 F Supp 611 (Eastern 
Dist Wise.) Court action directly pressured the Wisconsin 
legislature to pass acceptable special education legislation. 
(44, p. 129) 
According to a study completed by the Rand Corporation for the De­
partment of Health, Education and Welfare, the total expenditures for 
special education in 1974 for all levels or government «ere in excess 
of $2.6 billion (38, p. 73). 
Aside from rapid growth, one of the most significant developments 
in special education has been the return of special education students 
to the regular classroom. This movement, sometimes called mainstream-
ing, was a reaction against homogeneous grouping of students by disabil­
ity (59, p. 70; 13, p. 6). A number of leaders expressed concern about 
the efficacy and appropriateness of segregated services in special edu­
cation (13, p. 8; 41, p. 43). Studies were cited that appeared to indi­
cate a deleterious effect on student self-concept following placement 
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in special education, and no significant academic growth (46, p. 450; 
10, p. 99). 
Legal concern also mounted. Numerous litigations involved the pro­
cedures for testing and labeling, placement, and the right to a public 
education (1, p. 8; 20, p. 518). Today, the most common form of special 
education is to provide help while the student remains most of the day 
in the regular classroom. As a result, special education and regular 
education have entered into a much closer working relationship than was 
formerly necessary (40, p. 88). 
Surveys Regarding Special Education 
A number of studies have focused on attitudes toward the handicapped. 
Early studies usually attempted to measure favorable or unfavorable 
attitudes toward the physically handicapped (24, p. 3). Most of these 
studies indicated a mildly favorable attitude toward the disabled (55, 
p. 111). 
Other studies have indicated the same attitude toward the retarded 
by the general public (45, p. 19). In surveys regarding the attitudes 
of educators, the results were mixed. Teachers were favorable toward 
integrating physically handicapped students in the classroom (68, p. 24), 
but somewhat unfavorable toward integrating mentally or emotionally 
handicapped students (15, p. 40; 22, p. 321; 53, p. 23; 54, p. 682). 
Administrators were more favorable toward integrating special education 
students into the regular classroom than were classroom teachers (4, p. 
755; 23, p. 179). Mitchell recommended a focus on "improving the 
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attitude of the principal. The principal serves as the central leader 
in both the school and the community" (47, p. 308). 
Only a few studies could be found that dealt with the perceptions 
of various groups following a reorganization of special education ser­
vices. Johnson conducted a survey of social workers following an admin­
istrative reorganization in the Minneapolis schools. That survey was 
considered useful in identifying areas of success, such as acceptance 
of reorganization, and areas of difficulty, such as pupil assignment, 
finances, and communication (33, pp. 91 and 92). 
Howe and Fitzgerald developed an instrument to survey eight groups 
of educators as to the impact of reorganization and special education 
services in Area Education Agency 16 in Iowa (27, pp. 10-12). Prelimi­
nary results indicated positive attitudes toward the present services. 
(Interview with William Johnson, Director of Special Education, Area 
Education Agency 16, June 24, 1976.) 
The only known statewide survey in Iowa following the passage of 
SF 1163 was an attempt to measure the perceptions of principals and 
superintendents as to the availability of special education programs 
and the perceived effectiveness of the additional services. The study 
was limited by a somewhat low rate of return on questionnaires (56%) and 
a failure to do anything with the data beyond a tally of the responses 
(29, p. 10). The study was conducted in school districts with a stu­
dent population less than 2000 six months following the implementation 
of the law. This study did reflect the dramatic growth in available 
programs in smaller schools, e.g., learning disabilities classes from 
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50 percent of the schools to 94 percent in one year. A majority of the 
superintendents responding felt the effectiveness of the various ser­
vices was the same under the new law while a majority of the principals 
felt the effectiveness was "more" (29, pp. 13-15). There appeared to 
be some differences in the responses of superintendents, elementary 
principals, and secondary principals as to perception of the effective­
ness of new services, with elementary principals being the most approv­
ing and superintendents the least. 
One survey question dealt with whether parents became involved or 
provided feed back concerning special education programs. All three 
groups were in close agreement that parental involvement had Increased 
about 12 percent under the new law. Interestingly enough, it was still 
at about 76 percent of parents, despite new rules and regulations re­
quiring all parents to be involved (29, p. 28; 50, pp. 14, 16, 18, and 
19). 
A survey in Florida revealed general administrative concern about 
placement procedures, communication with the state department of educa­
tion, and finances. Acceptance of special education was considered 
positive (51, p. 28). 
Caster and Brooks surveyed elementary principals and special educa­
tion personnel in Iowa and concluded there were great variations in how 
each viewed the roles the others should have. They too found generally 
favorable acceptance of special education services (11, p. 22). 
Surveys involving parents of special education students have gener­
ally indicated favorable attitudes toward special education programs. 
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but noted a feeling that such programs were not available enough to 
students (57, p. 108; 32, p. 17). Such studies were usually hampered by 
a low rate of return on questionnaires, ranging from 26 percent to 60 
percent. 
Superintendents, Principals, and Parents 
A number of writers have pointed out the role of general educators 
in decisions regarding special education (13, p. 20). The role of the 
superintendent has been viewed as that of a professional school adminis­
trator since about 1945 (25, p. 2). Since that time, the superintendency 
has evolved into an important decision-making position (2, p. 28; 58, 
p. 81). Because schools and society are changing, the role of the super­
intendent has also changed, but it is still viewed as a powerful posi­
tion in terms of educational policy and practice (37, p. 250). Svenson 
and Bryson saw the superintendent and the principal as the most influ­
ential positions âffecuing the public schools today (58, p. S3). 
Principals and superintendents have been the objects of many 
studies as to their opinions and the influences they have on staff mem­
bers. One study has shown that elementary teachers were reluctant to 
carry out innovative experimental procedures or initiate programs with­
out the direct approval and involvement of the principal (60, p. 458). 
Several studies concluded that the principal-teacher relations were the 
most significant of the various personnel relations regarding organiza­
tional climate in the schools (26, p. 43; 35, p. 12). 
There have been a number of forces causing schools to become 
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interested in the opinions of parents. Recent court decisions and legis­
lation have forced special educators to involve parents in special edu­
cation decisions. The literature in special education has regularly 
cited the need for parental Involvement (17, p. 55). Parents have often 
been helpful in program development and providing information to special 
educators (48, p. 554; 66, p. 559). The growth of parent organizations 
in recent years were purported to be a powerful political force at the 
local, state, and national levels (3, p. 248). 
Perceptions and Attitudes 
Contemporary social psychology has focused a great deal of concern 
on the study of perception. Bruner reported that in studying the con­
tents of professional journals he found the writers to be "indeed . . . 
preoccupied" with this subject (9, p. 85). He concluded that what was 
most important for social psychology in understanding how man responded 
to and coped with his environment was to know ''What the environment is 
to him" (9, p. 85). 
Lippmann applied this concept to politics when he observed: 
Democracy in its original form never seriously faced the 
problem which arises because the pictures inside people's 
heads do not automatically correspond with the world out­
side. (42, p. 21) 
Public perception has been observed not only to affect political 
elections but, also, to contribute to the "real" definition of political 
parties and their political norms (6, p. 72). 
Of as much interest as perception has been the intensity of feelings 
individuals had of situations as perceived (6, p. 84). Based on a study 
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of the 1948 Presidential election, researchers concluded that accuracy 
of perception Increased with communication exposure (6, p. 85). 
It has been found that the source of a communication does affect 
the way the communication is perceived and the attitudes or opinions 
held by an individual (16, pp. 452 and 454). 
Lewin stressed that in making decisions resulting in social change, 
there should be a careful "reconnaissance of the results" to determine 
any need for change in the next action step. He further referred to the 
importance of the "gatekeeper"—the person who controls the implementa­
tion of a decision (39, p. 200). He commented, "Their decision depends 
partly on their Ideology, that is, the system of values and beliefs which 
determines what they consider to be 'good' or 'bad', partly on the way 
they perceive the particular situation" (39, p. 200). 
In special education in Iowa, superintendents and principals could 
be identified as "gatekeepers". 
Also, a survey of the perceptions of these and others could be 
viewed as one form of "reconnaissance of the results". 
Evaluation Instrument 
The survey has probably been the most commonly used method of data 
collection in the field of educational research. Survey methods are in­
tended to obtain group status measurement rather than precise measure­
ment of individuals (7, pp. 196-197). Though the survey may reflect 
present information or opinions, it is intended to provide data which 
may be used in the decision^making process (31, p. 6). 
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The main survey instruments have been the questionnaire, opinion-
naire, the interview, the critical observation, or a combination of these 
(70, p. 93). The questionnaire-opinionnaire has been the object of much 
discussion as a research instrument (69, p. 2). A general consensus of 
opinion has been that careful construction and application can make the 
questionnaire-opinionnaire an effective research tool (69, p. 32). 
The advantages include wide coverage for the time and money ex­
pended, anonymity, uniformity, and the reduction of bias due to the 
presenter (21, p. 80; 43, pp. 7-9). Howe and Fitzgerald recommended 
that a survey instrument, such as the opinionnaire, be used as a first 
step in evaluating the effectiveness of area education agencies in the 
field of special education. As such, the opinionnaire becomes a global 
measure across several publics which may influence special education 
policy and practice (27, p. 5). 
Freehill evaluated opinionnaires regarding special education used 
with teachers and adminiscrators and found the results consisteni: be­
tween districts and useful for decision-making (19, pp. 27 and 30). 
Summary 
There has been a growing interest In special education, both in 
the United States and Iowa. Action to develop programs in the schools 
has been spurred on by federal legislation and judicial decisions. In 
Iowa, special education has grown rapidly as a result of the passage of 
SF 1163. This law, which took effect July 1, 1975, had a number of 
complicated and far-reaching aspects Influencing all of education in 
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Iowa. 
Opinionnaires hâve been used effectively to study special educa­
tion. Among those areas studied have been attitudes toward the handi­
capped and programs or services for the handicapped in the public schools. 
Superintendents, principals, and parents have a direct interest in 
special education programs. Since perceptions are an important part 
of decisionmaking, a survey of parents' and education administrators' 
perceptions of special education in Iowa should be useful in making 
future decisions. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This study was designed to measure the perceptions of selected 
groups as to various aspects of special education in Iowa. The groups 
were each selected because of the unique input each has toward influ­
encing special education in Iowa. 
General education administrators are those professionals who make 
the day-to-day decisions and thereby help to shape educational policy 
and practice. It was felt their perceptions of special education prac­
tices probably have the most impact on school boards. Through their 
practices, reports and recommendations, there is an accumulative effect 
shaping educational policy and opinion (25, pp. 68 and 69; 26, p. 43). 
It was the observation of those interviewed that prior to the pas­
sage of SF 1163, city or urban districts tended to have more advanced 
special education programs. Since a major purpose of SF 1163 was to 
equalize special education services, a comparison of «dmltiistrators by 
school size could reveal any similarities or differences in perceptions 
of special education among larger and smaller sized school districts. 
To form two classifications by size, the aggregate enrollment in Iowa, 
excluding the Des Moines Public Schools, was divided at the midpoint. 
The Des Moines Public Schools was omitted because it is atypical from 
other districts in Iowa and a pilot study had already been conducted 
there. 
Those districts above the midpoint were called larger schools and 
those below the midpoint were called smaller. Roughly speaking, the 
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larger schools contained one-half the student population in Iowa and the 
smaller the other half, with the population of Des Moines excluded. 
This division resulted in 393 smaller-sized schools and fifty-
five larger-sized schools. Twenty-two schools were selected from each 
group. Ordering the schools by size, one out of every eighteen of the 
smaller schools was randomly selected and two of every five of the larger 
schools were randomly selected. 
The superintendent in each school was asked to complete an opinion-
naire. Two principals were randomly selected from each school, unless 
there were less than two on the staff. 
Since the number 393 does not divide into twenty-two equal groups 
of eighteen each, three groups consisted of seventeen schools in a 
stratum. These three were grouped among the smallest strata of schools 
in ordering by size. 
Table 1 shows the number of districts, superintendents, principals 
and parents in each size category, after random selection. 
Table 1. Number of districts, superintendents, principals and parents 
selected in each category of school size (smaller and larger) 
Total districts - 44 of 449 
Districts Superintendents Principals Parents 
Group A 
(smaller) 22 of 393 22 38^ 110 
Group B 
(larger) 22 of 55 22 44 110 
^Five of the smaller districts use the superintendent as a 
principal. 
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Certain organizational distinctions were noted concerning the two 
groups of schools. In general, those schools in the larger group had 
at least two elementary principals and a junior high or middle school. 
The schools in the smaller group seldom had a junior high or middle 
school and none in this sample had two elementary principals. 
Table 2 shows the schools randomly selected for the sample, list­
ing also the area education agency (AEÂ) and student enrollment for 
each district. 
Table 2. School districts, AEAs, and student enrollments included in 
the sample in each category of school size (smaller and larger) 
Smaller Larger 
District ÂEÀ Student District AEA Student 
enroll­ enroll­
ment ment 
Lakota 3 211 Centervilie 15 2173 
Grand 11 287 Harlan 13 2216 
Sioux Rapids 5 308 Howard-Winneshiek 1 2255 
Walnut 13 329 Independence 7 2257 
Urbana 10 365 Knoxville 11 2306 
Schaller 5 396 Oelwein 1 2378 
Olin 10 432 Spencer 3 2477 
Bridgewater- Pleasant Valley 9 2550 
Fontanelle 14 452 Oskaloosa 15 2690 
East Greene 5 525 Lewis Central 13 2927 
Manilla 12 529 Charles City . 2 3046 
Anita 13 584 Western Dubuque 1 3182 
Woodbury Central 12 647 Linn-Mar 10 3243 
West Harrison 13 668 Southeast Folk 11 3421 
Lake City 5 726 Ankeny 11 4166 
Central City 10 823 Mason City 2 6184 
Eldora 6 853 Muscatine 9 6512 
Solon 10 905 Fort Dodge 5 6645 
West Branch 10 937 Burlington 16 7069 
West Sioux 4 1089 Dubuque 1 12710 
Tipton 10 1219 Waterloo 7 16312 
Forest City 2 1547 Sioux City 12 16693 
Decorah 1 1953 
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The opinionnaires were mailed to the schools the first week of 
January, 1977. Eight schools failed to respond after reminders were 
sent and these schools were replaced by substitution of schools randomly 
selected from the same stratum. This process was repeated with one more 
school until some response had been received from each stratum. 
Parents of special education students were selected for the survey 
because they represent the group closest to the recipient of services. 
For obvious reasons, special education students could not all be surveyed 
directly. Due to the sensitive nature of the survey, it was necessary 
to request that administrators in the local schools randomly select the 
parents to be surveyed. Each school included in the study was asked to 
randomly select the parents of five special education students and have 
each complete an opinionnaire. The same schools as listed above were 
used. Special education students were identified as any category of 
handicapping condition and in any type of program so long as the student 
was weighted for enrollment and served as a special education student. 
By requiring the use of only weighted enrollment students, it assured 
that only the parents of students legally identified as handicapped were 
being surveyed. 
Legislators were selected because of the influence they have directly 
on the laws affecting public schools. It was felt by the researcher 
that not all legislators kept abreast of special education; therefore 
key members were identified according to two criteria. 
1. Those members of the House and Senate Education Committees 
and the Education Sub-Committee on Appropriations who were 
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members of the last session and reelected to the 1977 
session. 
2. Those members of the House and Senate holding elected leader­
ship positions in both political parties. The Lieutenant 
Governor, because of the special nature of the position, was 
included in the second criterion. 
If a member met one of the criteria, he or she was selected for 
the sample. The total selected was forty-one, fifteen from the Senate 
and twenty-six from the House. 
Table 3 shows the number in the sample as compared to the number 
of members in each house of the legislature. This number is also shown 
by political party affiliation. 
Table 3. Number of members and the sample for each house of the 
legislature, also divided by political party 
Senate House of 
Representatives 
Members Demo­
crats 
Republi­
cans 
Members Demo­
crats 
Republi­
cans 
Total 51^ 26 25 100 59 41 
Sample 15 9 6 26 16 10 
^Includes the Lieutenant Governor. 
The opinionnaires were distributed and collected by the researcher 
during the first two weeks of the legislative session in 1977. 
A twenty-seven item opinionnaire was developed by the researcher 
based on issues considered relevant in special education in Iowa. 
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Several individuals considered knowledgeable in special education in 
Iowa were asked to examine the oplnlonnalre and react to the appropri­
ateness of the items. The individuals Included the Director of Special 
Education from the Iowa Department of Public Instruction, the Associate 
Director of Special Education from the same office, ten Directors of 
Special Education from various area education agencies, the Executive 
Director of the Iowa Association for Retarded Citizens, the President 
of the Polk County Association for Learning Disabilities, the Consultant 
in Learning Disabilities for the Iowa Department of Public Instruction, 
the State President of the Council for Exceptional Children, and the 
Director of Evaluation for the Des Moines Public Schools. After a pilot 
study and further consultation, the oplnlonnalre was reduced to twenty-
one items. (See Appendix I.) 
The oplnlonnalre was divided into two parts. The first part, con­
sisting of twelve statements, was given to all groups—parents, educa­
tors, snd legislators. The second part, consisting of nine additional, 
statements, was given only to educators and legislators. 
A pilot study was conducted in Des Moines during the first week of 
December 1976 to validate the instrument and test the statistical method. 
Thirty administrators (sixteen elementary principals, six secondary 
principals, eight central office administrators) and thirty parents of 
special education students (twenty parents of learning disabled and ten 
parents of mentally disabled) completed the oplnlonnalre. Two forms of 
the instrument were used, one a Llkert scale and the other the certainty 
method of response. Both forms contained the same statements. 
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Respondents were asked to comment on the items and directions as to 
clarity and approriateness. The pilot study strongly indicated the 
Likert scale was less confusing and yielded the desired information. 
Follow-up interviews were conducted regarding changes in the statements 
on the opinionnaire. 
After mailing and return of the opinionnaires, they were coded 
with a numerical value for each response. By the use of substitution 
within a stratum of school size, it was possible to obtain one hundred 
percent return from the forty-four superintendents in the study. Seventy-
eight of the principals returned the opinionnaires for a return rate of 
ninety-five percent. Thirty-eight of the returns were from elementary 
principals and forty from secondary principals. Thirty-four were from 
smaller districts and forty-four were from larger districts. 
One hundred and twenty-six parents returned the opinionnaires for 
a return rate of fifty-seven percent. In the case of six of the schools, 
no opinionnaire was returned from a parent. Since the study was de­
pendent on superintendents to randomly select parents, and send them the 
opinionnaire, it is possible that these thirty opinionnaires were never 
sent to parentsQ If that were the case, the return rate for parents 
would then be sixty-six percent. Fifty-seven of the parent returns were 
from smaller school districts and sixty-nine were from larger school 
districts. 
Table 4 shows the number of returns for the groups described above. 
Twenty-five opinionnaires were collected from legislators by the 
researcher for a return rate of sixty-one percent. 
Table 4. Number of opinionnaires returned from superintendents, principals (elementary and 
secondary), parents and legislators. Superintendents, principals and parents 
divided by school size (smaller and larger) 
Principals 
Superin-
tendents Elementary Secondary Parents 
smaller larger smaller larger smaller larger smaller larger 
22 22 15 23 19 21 57 69 8 U 
44 38 40 126 25 
78 
122 
Legislators 
Senators Representa­
tives 
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The compiled results were taken to the Computer Center at Iowa 
State University for processing. The mean scores of the variously iden­
tified groups were analyzed using a t-test of the means. The .05 level 
of confidence was used for statistical significance. 
Results were also analyzed for possible interaction between posi­
tion or role and school size category for parents and education ad­
ministrators using a multiple classification analysis of variance. 
A Pearson product moment coefficient of correlation was used with 
the means of the three groups divided by position or role: parents, 
education administrators, and legislators. The same method was used to 
correlate the means of parents and educators divided by two school size 
categories, smaller and larger. 
Since the responses of education administrators and parents could 
be organized according to area education agencies (AEAs), the means for 
various categorization of the ÂEÂs were analyzed with a single classifi­
cation analysis of variance. The means were compared for differences 
using Duncan's multiple range test. The .05 level of confidence was 
used for statistical significance. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to examine selected perceptions of 
the status of special education in the public schools of Iowa. Three 
major groups were selected for the survey: parents of special educa­
tion students, educational administrators, and key members of the Iowa 
General Assembly. The educational administrators included superinten­
dents, elementary principals and secondary principals while Iowa legis­
lators included members of the Senate and the House of Representatives. 
Each individual selected for the survey was asked to respond to a 
series of statements regarding major issues in special education in 
Iowa. Using a forty-point Likert scale, the responses were converted to 
number values indicating varying amounts of agreement or disagreement, 
i.e., forty indicated absolute agreement, zero indicated absolute dis­
agreement, and twenty indicated neither agreement nor disagreement. 
Figure 1 shows the scale much as it appeared to the respondent. 
Also illustrated are the number values given to each descriptive term on 
the Likert scale. Any marks placed between descriptive terms were pro­
rated according to position on the scale. Therefore, scores such 
as twenty-two, thirteen, or four were possible. 
In the case of parents and educational administrators, the respond­
ents were selected by sampling across the variance of school size, using 
student population as the determinant of size. One-half the sample was 
selected from twenty-two schools labeled "smaller" and the other half 
selected from twenty-two schools labeled "larger". 
The scale as It appeared to the respondent: 
Very Very 
Absolutely Strongly Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Strongly Absolutely 
\ I 1 L_ ! I I I 
DISAGREE AGREE 
The scale converted to number values: 
I I I I I I I 1 I 
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 
Figure 1. Illustration of the Likert scale as it appeared to the respondent (with slight 
enlargement) on the opinioanaire and the same scale converted to number values 
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Table 5 shows the mean score and standard deviation for each state­
ment in the opinionnaire according to the various groups in the sample, 
i.e., administrators, parents, and legislators. Administrators and 
legislators were further divided according to their respective sub­
groups. 
The primary mean comparisons were those between administrators, 
parents, and legislators. If most of the mean scores for a statement 
were over twenty, parents usually scored highest, indicating stronger 
agreement with the statement. If most of the mean scores for a state­
ment were below twenty, parents usually scored lower, indicating stronger 
disagreement with the statement. 
The standard deviations and mean scores tended to indicate there 
was as much or more variance within most groups as between the different 
groups. 
Table 6 shows the mean score and standard deviations for each item 
of the opinionnaire according to school size (smaller and larger) for 
parents and educational administrators. Administrators are also divided 
Into groups of superintendents and principals as to school size. 
By and large, the mean scores for the pairs of groups by school 
size were rather close. Statement 14 for superintendents, related to 
the election of AEÂ board members, indicated the greatest mean differ­
ence for any of the groups by school size. 
Figures 2 and 3 are graphs illustrating the mean scores of various 
groups on the twenty-one items. The purpose is to Illustrate whether 
the groups tended to move together or in a different direction as the 
Table 5. The mean score and standard deviation (in parentheses) for each of the twenty-one 
items in the opinionnaire for educational administrators, parents, legislators, and 
respective subgroups 
Statements 
,a — ^ -Group N 131 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 
All educators 122 30.1 
03.4) 
28.6 
(7.3) 
21.8 
(8.9) 
31.8 
(6.6) 
29.4 
(6.9) 
32.0 
(5.6) 
25.4 
(5.0) 
Superintendents 44 30.1 
(7.2) 
27.4 
(9.2) 
22.6 
(9.4) 
32.5 
(5.0) 
29.5 
(6.3) 
32.8 
(5.6) 
25.8 
(7.3) 
All principals 78 29.6 
(5.9) 
29.4 
(5.9) 
21.4 
(8.6) 
31.5 
(7.4) 
29.3 
(7.3) 
31.5 
(5.8) 
25.2 
(7.3) 
Elementary principals 38 29.6 
(6.6) 
29.3 
(6.4) 
22.4 
(8.2) 
31.1 
(7.2) 
29.8 
(8.1) 
32.1 
(5.6) 
24.9 
(8.4) 
Secondary principals 40 29.6 
(5.3) 
29.3 
(5.4) 
22.4 
(9.0) 
31.1 
(7.6) 
29.8 
(6.5) 
30.9 
(6.0) 
25.5 
(6.3) 
Parents 126 33.3 
(7.4) 
30.0 
(7.6) 
14.5 
(9.5) 
34.1 
(7.8) 
33.3 
(7.2) 
34.0 
(6.4) 
26.0 
(6.8) 
All legislators 25 29.0 
(9.3) 
28.5 
(7.1) 
20.4 
(7.4) 
35.1 
(6.8) 
28.8 
(4.6) . 
28.5 
(6.6) 
26.6 
(5.7) 
Senators 8 30.0 
(11.0) 
31,9 
(5.7 
20.6 
(6.6) 
30.6 
(7.1) 
29.3 
(4.6) 
29.9 
(5.2) 
25.8 
(3.5) 
Representatives 17 28.5 
(8.7) 
26.9 
(7.3) 
20.3 
(8.0) 
31.9 
(6.8) 
28.6 
(4.8) 
27.9 
(7.3) 
27.0 
(6.6) 
138 S9 
All educators 122 27.9 
(3.2) 
17.7 
(7.6) 
Superintendents 44 29.8 
(7.6) 
17.7 
(8.5) 
All principals 78 26.8 
(8.4) 
17.6 
(7.1) 
Elementary principals 38 27.1 
(8.5) 
16.1 
(5.8) 
Secondary principals 40 26.6 
(8.4) 
19.1 
(8.1) 
Parents 126 27.9 
(9.2) 
15.3 
(7.3) 
All legislators 25 22.7 
(7.4) 
15.5 
(6.0) 
Senators 8 20.6 
(5.9) 
13.4 
(2.4) 
Representatives 17 23.5 
(8.0) 
16.6 
(7.0) 
may vary by one or two for any statement. 
SIO Sll S12 S13 S14 
15.9 
(7.2) 
21.6 
(9.0) 
25.5 
(6.8) 
. 27.0 
(8.0) 
25.1 
(9.3) 
15.5 
(7.6) 
23.2 
(10.0) 
26.3 
(7.8) 
27.2 
(8.7) 
21.3 
(10.7 
16.1 
(6.9) 
20.8 
(8.4) 
25.0 
(6.2) 
26.9 
(7.6) 
27.3 
(7.7) 
15.4 
(6.5) 
21.0 
(8.1) 
24.6 
(6.1) 
27.0 
(7.8) 
27.7 
(8.0) 
16.7 
(7.4) 
20.6 
(8.8) 
25.5 
(6.3) 
26.8 
(7.6) 
26.9 
(7.5) 
13.7 
(7.5) 
23.8 
(9.6) 
26.6 
(6.8) 
XX XX 
20.0 
(6.9) 
18.5 
(5.2) 
28.3 
(4.2) 
26.8 
(6.1) 
22.3 
(8.8) 
18.1 
(5.1) 
16.6 
(4.7) 
28.1 
(3.8) 
25.3 
(5.7) 
19.1 
(6.6) 
20.9 
(7.5) 
19.2 
(5.3) 
28.3 
(4.6) 
27.6 
(6.4) 
23.8 
(9.4) 
Table 5 (Continued) 
Group N 815 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20 821 
All educators 122 22.4 
(9.1) 
24.6 
(8.0) 
20.5 
(7.7) 
21.8 
(7.7) 
21.5 
(7.0) 
25.2 
(7.7) 
22.5 
(8.0) 
Superintendents 44 21.6 
(9.8) 
24.0 
(8.7) 
20.6 
(9.0) 
21.7 
(9.2) 
20.8 
(7.1) 
26.4 
(8.6) 
23.0 
(9.5) 
All principals 78 22.8 
(8.7) 
24.9 
(7.5) 
20.4 
(7.0) 
21.9 
(6.7) 
21.9 
(7.0) 
24.5 
(7.0) 
22.1 
(7.1) 
Elementary principals 38 22.2 
(8.6) 
25.2 
(7.8) 
20.0 
(7.7) 
21.0 
(6.9) 
22.8 
(6.5) 
25.8 
(6.5) 
21.5 
(7.1) 
Secondary principals 40 23.4 
(8.8) 
24.7 
(7.3) 
20.8 
(6.3) 
22.7 
(6.4) 
21.0 
(7.4) 
23.5 
(7.4) 
22.7 
(7.1) 
Parents 126 XX XX XX XX XX XX XX 
All legislators 25 17.6 
(7.0) 
19.4 
(5.5) 
18.8 
(4.7) 
20.8 
(6.1) 
20.7 
(7.4) 
23.4 
(5.7) 
23.7 
(7.8) 
Senators 8 13.9 
(3.6) 
16.3 
(4.2) 
18.4 
(3.7) 
17.0 
(3.2) 
18.5 
(4.7) 
24.1 
(1.8) 
24.9 
(6.6) 
Representatives 17 19.3 
(7.6) 
20.6 
(5.6) 
18.9 
(5.2) 
22.3 
(6.3) 
21.8 
(8.3) 
23.0 
(6.8) 
23.1 
(8.6) 
Table 6. The mean score and standard deviation (in parentheses) for each of the twenty-one 
items In the opinionnaire for educational administrators and parents according to 
school size 
Statements 
,a Group N SI 82 S3 84 85 86 87 
All educators 
Smaller 56 30.5 
(6.4) 
29.1 
(7.1) 
20.4 
(9.7) 
31.9 
(5.8) 
31.2 
(5.4) 
32.2 
(5.9) 
25.1 
(7.1) 
Larger 66 29.5 
(6.4) 
28.1 
(7.5) 
23.1 
(8.0) 
31.8 
(7.3) 
27.9 
(7.7) 
31.7 
(5.2) 
25.7 
(7.5) 
Superintendents 
Smaller 22 31.3 
(8.5) 
28.9 
(8.9) 
21.9 
(11.0) 
31.4 
(5.3) 
31.7 
(4.8) 
33.6 
(5.0) 
26.4 
(5.7) 
Larger 22 30.2 
(5.8) 
25.4 
(9.5) 
23.3 
(7.7) 
33.6 
(4.6) 
27.4 
(7.0) 
32.1 
(4.9) 
25.3 
(8.4) 
Principals 
Smaller 34 30.1 
(4.8) 
29.2 
(5.8) 
19.5 
(8.8) 
32.1 
(6.1) 
30.8 
(5.7) 
31.3 
(6.4) 
24.3 
(7.8) 
Larger 44 29.2 
(6.7) 
29.6 
(6.0) 
22.9 
(8.2) 
30.9 
(8.3) 
28.1 
(8.2) 
31.6 
(5.5) 
25.8 
(7.0) 
irents 
Smaller 51 33.3 
(7.0) 
34.3 
(4.9) 
13.8 
(7.8) 
33.9 
(7.7) 
34.1 
(6.2) 
34.2 
(5.7) 
25.6 
(5.6) 
Larger 69 33.3 
(7.7) 
32.0 
(9.1) 
15.1 
(10.8) 
34.4 
(7.9) 
32.7 
(7.8) 
33.9 
(6.9) 
26.3 
(7.6) 
All educators 
Smaller 
Larger 
Superintendents 
Smaller 
Larger 
Principals 
Smaller 
Larger 
Parents 
Smaller 
Larger 
^ may vary by one 
S3 S9 S10 
56 26.7 
(9.1) 
16.9 
(8.0) 
16.2 
(8.2) 
66 29.0 
(7.3) 
18.3 
(7.3) 
15.6 
(6.2) 
22 29.2 
(7.9) 
16.2 
(9.0) 
15.8 
(9.2) 
22 30.4 
(7.3) 
19.1 
(7.9) 
15.3 
(5.8) 
34 25.1 
(9.5) 
17.3 
(7.4) 
16.5 
(7.5) 
44 28.2 
(7.3) 
17.9 
(7.0) 
15.7 
(6.5) 
57 27.4 16.1 14.0 
(9.3) (7.6) (7.7) 
69 28.2 14.6 13.3 
(9.1) (7.0) (7.5) 
or two for any statement. 
SU S12 S13 s 14 
23.3 
(9.2) 
24.8 
(7.4) 
28.9 
(8.0) 
27.4 
(8.6) 
20.2 
(8.7) 
26.1 
(6.3) 
25.4 
(7.7) 
23.2 
(9.5) 
26.8 
(9.3) 
26.1 
(8.7) 
29.3 
(8.3) 
25.5 
(10.9) 
19.6 
(9.3) 
26.5 
(7.1) 
25.1 
(8.8) 
17.1 
(8.8) 
21.1 
(8.5) 
23.9 
(6.4) 
28.6 
(7.9) 
28.6 
(6.6) 
20.5 
(8.4) 
25.9 
(5.9) 
25.5 
(7.2) 
26.3 
(8.4) 
25.7 
(9.0) 
26.5 
(7.0) 
XX XX 
22.3 26.7 XX XX 
(9.9) (6.6) 
Table 6 (Continued) 
Statements 
Group N S15 S16 S17 818 S19 S20 S21 
All educators 
Smaller 56 21.1 
(8.5) 
24.1 
(7.7) 
20.1 
(8.0) 
20.9 
(7.2) 
22.3 
(7.0) 
25.2 
(8.3) 
21.9 
(8.1) 
Larger 66 23.5 
(9.4) 
25.0 
(8.2) 
20.8 
(7.5) 
22.6 
(8.0) 
20.8 
(7.0) 
25.3 
(7.1) 
22.9 
(8.0) 
Superintendents 
Smaller 22 20.2 
(9.9) 
23.5 
(9.5) 
20.3 
(10.0) 
20.0 
(7.6) 
21.0 
(6.7) 
26.0 
(8.9) 
22.1 
(8.9) 
Larger 22 23.0 
(9.7) 
24.4 
(8.1) 
20.9 
(8.1) 
23.3 
(10.5) 
20.5 
(7.6) 
26.9 
(8.5) 
24.0 
(10.2) 
Principals 
Smaller 34 21.7 
(7.6) 
24.4 
(6.4) 
19.9 
(6.6) 
21.4 
(7.1) 
23.1 
(7.2) 
24.7 
(8.0) 
21.8 
(7.7) 
Larger 44 23.7 
(9.4) 
25.3 
(8.3) 
20.8 
(7.3) 
22.2 
(6.4) 
20.9 
(6.8) 
24.4 
(6.2) 
22.3 
(6.6) 
Parents 
Smaller 57 XX XX XX XX XX XX XX 
Larger 69 XX XX XX XX XX XX XX 
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Figure 2. Graph illustrating the mean scores of administrators, 
parents, and legislators as thsy would appear on the 
Likert scale for twenty-one items of the opinionnaire. 
(• • Parents, ' ' • Administrators, 
Legislators.) 
* 
50 
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Figure 3. Graph illustrating the mean scores of parents and 
administrators by school size as they would appear on 
the Likert scale for twenty-one items of the opinion-
naire. (•••»• • • «Parents from smaller, —Parents 
from larger, j i Administrators from smaller, 
— — — —Administrators from larger.) 
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responses increased or decreased on the scale across the twenty-one 
items. Figure 2 compares administrators, parents, and legislators. 
Figure 3 compares administrators and parents according to school size 
categories of larger and smaller. 
The graphs in Figures 2 and 3 Indicate agreement in the direction 
of the means as to responses on the opinionnaire. The following matrices 
relate to the graphs. The matrix in Table 7 shows the correlation of 
mean scores for administrators, parents, and legislators, using a 
Pearson product moment coefficient of correlation. All correlations 
involving parents go across the first twelve items of the opinionnaire, 
while that for administrators and legislators goes across all twenty-
one items. 
Table 7. Correlation of the mean scores for administrators, parents, 
and legislators across items on the opinionnaire 
Group Adminis­
trators Parents 
Legis­
lators 
Administrators 
Parents 
Legislators 
1.00 
0.95 
.** 
0.85 ** 
1.00 
0.87 
** 1.00 
** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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In Table 8 the matrix shows the correlation of mean scores for 
parents and administrators by school size (smaller and larger), using 
a Pearson product moment coefficient of correlation. All correlations 
involving parents go across the first twelve items of the opinionnaire, 
while that for administrators in smaller and larger schools goes 
across all twenty-one items. 
Table 8. Correlations of the mean scores for administrators and 
parents according to school size across the items of the 
opinionnaire 
Adminis­ Adminis­
Group trators trators Parents Parents 
(smaller) (larger) (smaller) (larger) 
Administrators 
(smaller) 1.00 
Administrators 
0.90** (larger) 1.00 
Parents 
(smaller) 0.96** 0.86** 1.00 
Parents 
(larger) 0.98** 0.92** 0.98** 1.00 
Significant at the .01 level. 
The graphs and correlations indicate agreement in direction as to 
responses on the opinionnaire. As one group went up on the scale in re­
sponse to an item, other groups tended to do the same. As one group 
went down on the scale, other groups tended to do the same. This was 
indicative of a general similarity in the responses of the groups on 
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the Likert scale. However, to say there tended to be agreement in 
direction is not to say there was agreement between groups on every 
item, as shall be pointed out in the tests of the hypotheses. 
Hypotheses 
Null hypothesis one; 
There is no significant difference in principals' and superin­
tendents' perceptions of special education as measured by group 
mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
The data were analyzed for each of the twenty-one items of the 
opinionnaire with a t-test of the means. Homogeneity was tested by the 
F-score to determine if a pooled t or separate t was to be used. The 
results are shown in Table 9. 
Table 9. Comparison of the superintendents' and principals' responses 
on the twenty-one statements of the opinionnaire 
Statements t-values Statements t-values Statements t-values 
81 0.98 38 1.93 SIS 0.73 
S2 1.48 S9 0.03 S16 0.63 
S3 0.70 SIO 0.39 S17 0.13 
S4 0.92 Sll 1.46 S18 0.11 
S5 0.18 S12 1.01 S19 0.82 
S6 1.33 S13 0.23 S 20 1.28 
57 0.49 S14 3.25** S21 0.55 
**Significant at the .01 level. 
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Using the .05 level of significance, only Statement 14 indicated 
a significant difference in the group mean scores. On this item, prin­
cipals indicated a significantly greater agreement with the statement 
"The board of directors of the area education agency should be elected 
directly by the citizens of the area" than did superintendents. Using 
the terms on the Likert scale, the. mean score for superintendents indi­
cated that overall there was slight agreement with the statement, where­
as for principals there was overall agreement about half-way between 
"agree" and "strongly agree". 
Therefore, for Statement 14 the null hypothesis was rejected and 
for the other twenty items the analyses of data failed to reject the 
null hypothesis. 
Null hypothesis two: 
There is no significant difference between elementary and 
secondary principals' perceptions of special education as 
measured by group mean scores on the oplnionnaire. 
The data were analyzed for each of the twenty-one items of the 
oplnionnaire with a t-test of the means. Homogeneity was tested by the 
F-score to determine if a pooled t or separate t was to be used. The 
results are shown in Table 10. 
Using the .05 level of significance, on none of the Items was 
there a statistically significant difference in mean scores. The data 
as analyzed failed to reject the null hypothesis. 
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Table 10. Comparison of elementary and secondary principals' re­
sponses on the twenty-one statements of the oplnlonnalre 
Statements t-values Statements t-values Statements t-values 
SI 0.02 S8 0.25 S15 0.62 
S2 0.22 S9 1.92 S16 0.25 
S3 1.04 SIO 0.87 S17 0.53 
S4 0.45 Sll 0.22 S18 1.08 
S5 0.59 S12 0.64 S19 1.15 
S6 0.93 S13 0.14 S 20 1.47 
S7 0.35 S14 0.50 S21 0.71 
Null hypothesis three: 
There is no significant difference In legislators' and education 
administrators' perceptions of special education as measured 
by group mean scores on the oplnlonnalre. 
In this analysis the responses of superintendents, elementary prin­
cipals, and secondary principals were pooled together to be used as a 
score in ccaaparison to the mean score of legislators. The data were 
analyzed for each of the twenty-one items of the oplnlonnalre with a • 
t-test of the means. Homogeneity was tested by the F-score to deter­
mine if a pooled £ or separate î was to be used. The results are shown 
in Table 11. 
Using the .05 level of significance, on Stataaents 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 
15, and 16 there was a statistically significant difference in the mean 
scores of the two groups. 
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Table 11. Comparison of the administrators' and legislators' responses 
on the twenty-one statements of the opinionnaire 
Statements t-values Statements t-values Statements t-values 
SI 0.51 S8 2.89** S15 2.51** 
S2 0.04 S9 1.29 S16 3.91** 
S3 0.75 S10 2.68** S17 1.47 
S4 0.22 Sll 2.38* S18 0.63 
S5 0.50 S12 2.58** S19 0.50 
S6 2.72** S13 0.10 820 1.16 
S7 0.75 S14 1.40 S21 0.69 
ic 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Administrators agreed more strongly with the following statements 
than did legislators: Statement 6—"Special education should be a part 
of the regular school as much as possible." Statement 8--"It is best 
for the local school district to have the responsibility for educating 
special students." 
Legislators agreed more strongly with the following statanent 
than did administrators. Statement 12—"In July, 1975, a new special 
education law went into effect in Iowa. This new law has made special 
education better in Iowa." 
Education administrators agreed with the following statements, 
while legislators disagreed: Statement 11—"The State of Iowa should 
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pay all the costs of special education." Statement 15—"The money 
spent by the area education agencies on special education could be spent 
better by the local districts." Statement 16—"The local school dis­
trict should have more freedom to build its own special education pro­
gram." 
On Statement 10, administrators disagreed with the statement "Too 
many students receive special education help who have only mild handi­
caps," whereas legislators neither agreed nor disagreed. 
For Statements 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 15, and 16 the null hypothesis 
was rejected and for the other fourteen items the analyses of data failed 
to reject the null hypothesis. 
Null hypothesis four: 
There is no significant difference in parents' and administra­
tors' perceptions of special education as measured by group mean 
scores on the opinionnaire. 
The data were analyzed for the first twelve items of the opinion­
naire with a t-test of the means. Homogeneity was tested by the F-score 
to determine if a pooled t or separate t was to be used. Parents were 
not asked to respond to all twenty-one items, only the first twelve. 
The results are shown in Table 12. 
Using the .05 level of significance, on Statements 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 6, 9, and 10 there was a statistically significant difference in the 
mean scores of the two groups. 
On the following items parents indicated stronger agreement with 
the statements than did education administrators: Statement l--"It is 
good that schools must teach all special education students." Statement 
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Table 12. Comparison of parents' and administrators' responses on the 
first twelve statements of the opinionnaire 
Statements t-values Statements t-values 
SI 3.80** S7 0.69 
S2 4.69** S8 0.03 
** ** 
S3 6.25 S9 2.52 
** * 
S4 2.56 S10 2.38 
** 
S5 4.40 Sll 1.82 
** 
S6 2.75 S12 1.24 
ie 
Significant at the ,05 level. 
**Significant at the .01 level. 
2--"Even if the schools are short of money, special education should be 
provided £o all students who need it." Statement 4—"Students who re­
ceive special education leam better in school than when they receive 
no help." Statement 5—"Students who receive special education feel 
better about themselves than when they receive no help." Statement 6--
"Special education students should be a part of the regular school as 
much as possible." 
On the following items parents indicated stronger disagreement with 
the statements than did administrators. Statement 9—"Too much testing 
is required to place a student in special education." Statement 10—"Too 
many students receive special education help who have only mild handi­
caps." 
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On Statement 3 parents disagreed with the statement "Enough money 
is being spent for special education now; the schools do not need to 
spend more for it," whereas education administrators showed slight agree­
ment with the statement. 
For Statements 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, and 10 the null hypothesis 
was rejected and for the other four items the analyses of data failed 
to reject the null hypothesis. 
Null hypothesis five; 
There is no significant difference in parents' and legislators' 
perceptions of special education as measured by group mean scores 
on the opinionnaire. 
The data were analyzed for the first twelve items of the opinion­
naire with a t-test of the means. Homogeneity was tested by the F-
score to determine if a pooled t or separate t was to be used. The re­
sults are shown in Table 13. 
Table 13. Comparison of parents' and legislators' responses on the 
first twelve statements of the opinionnaire 
Statements t-values Statements t-values 
SI 2.57** S7 0.38 
S2 2.68** S8 2.60** 
S3 2.92** S9 0.14 
S4 1.60 S10 3.92** 
S5 3.89** Sll 3.91** 
S6 3.93** S12 1.57 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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Using the .05 level of significance, on Statements 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 
8, 10, and 11 there was a statistically significant difference in the 
mean scores of the two groups. 
On the following items parents agreed more strongly with the state­
ment than did legislators: Statement 1—"It is good that schools must 
teach all special education students." Statement 2—"Even if the schools 
are short of money, special education should be provided to all stu­
dents who need it." Statement 5—"Students who receive special educa­
tion feel better about themselves than when they receive no help." 
Statement 6--"Special education students should be a part of the regu­
lar school as much as possible." Statement 8—"It is best for the local 
school district to have the responsibility for educating special stu­
dents." 
On the following items parents disagreed with the statement whereas 
legislators agreed: Statement 3—"Enough money Is being spent for 
special education now; the schools do not need tc spend sore for it." 
Atatement 10—"Too many students receive special education help who 
have only mild handicaps." 
On Statement 11 parents agreed with the statement "The State of 
Iowa should pay all of the costs of special education," whereas legisla­
tors disagreed. 
For Statements 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, and 11 the null hypothesis 
was rejected and for the other four items the analyses of data failed 
to reject the null hypothesis. 
Null hypothesis six: 
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There is no significant difference in education administra­
tors' perception of special education according to school dis­
trict size as measured by group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
For this hypothesis, the results for all administrators Were pooled 
and compared by school size, smaller to larger. The data were analyzed 
for each of the twenty-one items of the opinionnaire with a t-test 
of the means. Homogeneity was tested by the F-score to determine if a 
pooled t or separate t was to be used. The results are shown in 
Table 14. 
Table 14. Comparison of administrators' responses by school size on 
the twenty-one statements of the opinionnaire 
Statements t-values Statements t-values Statements t-values 
SI 0.89 S8 1.55 S15 1.41 
S2 0.68 S9 i.do S16 0.66 
S3 1.66 S10 0.48 S17 0.52 
S4 0.03 Sll 1.91 S18 1.23 
S5 2,78** S12 1.08 S19 1.15 
S6 0.45 S13 2.46* S 20 0.04 
S7 0.41 S14 2.52** S21 0.65 
^Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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Using the .05 level of significance, on Statements 5, 13, and 14 
there was a statistically significant difference in the mean scores of 
the two groups. Administrators from the smaller schools agreed more 
strongly with the three statements than did administrators from larger 
schools. Statement 5—"Students who receive special education feel 
better about themselves than when they receive no help." Statement 13— 
"The area education agencies should have to answer to the public more 
than they do now," Statement 14—"The board of directors of the area 
education agency should be elected directly by the citizens of the 
area." 
For Statements 5, 13, and 14 the null hypothesis was rejected and 
for the other eighteen items the analyses of data failed to reject the 
null hypothesis. 
Null hypothesis seven; 
There is no significant difference in parents' perception of 
special education according to school district size as measured 
by group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
The data were analyzed for the first twelve items of the opinion­
naire using a t-test of the means. Homogeneity was tested by the F-score 
to determine if a pooled t or separate t was to be used. The results 
are shown in Table 15. 
Using the .05 level of significance, on Statement 11 there was a 
statistically significant difference in the mean scores of the two 
groups. Parents from the smaller schools agreed more strongly with the 
statement "The State of Iowa should pay all of the costs of special 
education" than did parents from larger schools. 
63 
Table 15. Comparisons of parents' responses by school size on the first 
twelve statements of the opinionnaire 
Statements t-values Statements t-values 
SI 0.02 S7 0.57 
S2 1.82 S8 0.48 
S3 0.77 39 1.10 
S4 0.35 S10 0.50 
S5 1.11 Sll 2.03* 
S6 0.36 S12 0.15 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
For Statement 11 the null hypothesis was rejected and for the 
other eleven items the analyses of data failed to reject the null hy­
pothesis. 
An examination of the hypotheses revealed an interest in both the 
position or role of the respondent and the size of the school district rep­
resented. Therefore, the data were also analyzed using a multiple classi­
fication analysis of variance. Since legislators were not identified by 
school size, only parents and administrators were included in the anal­
yses. All administrators were considered as one group. The results 
of the ANOVA are shown in Tables 16 through 27 for Statements 1 through 
12. 
Statement l--"It is good that schools must teach all special educa­
tion students." 
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Table 16. A comparison of the means for Statement 1 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district 
size categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 694.21 694.21 14.47** 
Size category 1 15.33 15.33 0.32 
Interaction 
Pos X Size 
1 17.30 17.30 0.36 
Residual 243 11655.90 47.97 
Total 246 12379.02 
Significant at the .01 level. 
The significant F indicated the mean scores for parents and admin­
istrators were different. No significant differences were revealed 
for school size or the interaction of position and size. 
Statement 2—"Even if the schools are short of money, special 
education should be provided to all students who need it." 
Table 17. A comparison of the means for Statement 2 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 1175.52 1175.52 21.42** 
Size categoi^r 1 143.15 143.15 2.61 
Interaction 1 41.02 41.02 0.75 
Pos X Size 
Residual 243 13339.16 54.89 
Total 246 14682.52 
** 
Significant at the .01 level 
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Again, there was indicated a difference between the two groups 
by position, but none by size category or the interaction of position 
and size. 
Statement 3—"Enough money is being spent for special education 
now; the schools do not need to spend more for It." 
Table 18. A comparison of the means for Statement 3 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 3398.12 3398.12 40.11** 
Size category 1 254.03 254.03 3.00 
Interaction 
Pos X Size 
1 32.06 32.06 0.38 
Residual 243 20583.92 84.71 
Total 246 24233.65 
**Significant at the ,01 level 
As with Statements 1 and 2, a difference of mean scores was re-
vealed for groups by position, but none by size category nor was there 
a significant interaction. 
Statement 4—"Students who receive special education learn better 
in school than when they receive no help." 
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Table 19. Â comparison of the means for Statement 4 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 334.17 334.17 6.33** 
Size category 1 3.62 3.62 0.07 
Interaction 1 3.96 3.96 0.08 
Pos X Size 
Residual 243 12838.20 52.83 
Total 246 13181.42 
** 
Significant at the .01 level. 
Again, the difference was by position, not by school size category 
or interaction between size and position. 
Statement 5—"Students who receive special education feel better 
about themselves than when they receive no help." 
Table 20- A comparison of the means for Statement 5 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 941.05 941.05 19.43** 
Size category 1 324.81 324.81 6.71** 
Interaction 1 47.53 47.53 0.98 
Pos X Size 
Residual 243 11769.66 48.44 
Total 246 13062.20 
** 
Significant at the .01 level 
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On Statement 5 there was a significant difference revealed for 
the means of groups by both position and size category. There was no 
significant interaction between groups by position and size. 
Statement 6—"Special education students should be a part of the 
regular school as much as possible." 
Table 21. A comparison of the means for Statement 6 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 241.05 241.05 6.67** 
Size category 1 16.92 16.92 0.47 
Interaction 
Pos X Size 
1 0.15 0.15 0.00 
Residual 240 8676.65 36.15 
Total 243 8933.74 
^^Significant at the .01 level. 
For Statement 6, administrators and parents obtained significantly 
different means. No significant differences were revealed for school 
size or interaction of position and size. 
Statement 7—"In 1975, new area education agencies were formed 
in Iowa. The new area education agencies have had a strong positive 
influence on special education." 
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Table 22. Â comparison of the means for Statement 7 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 12.57 12.57 0.25 
Size category 1 23.65 23.65 0.48 
Interaction 
Pos X Size 
1 0.40 0.40 0.01 
Residual 240 11821.58 49.26 
Total 243 11858.48 
The analyses failed to indicate any significant differences be­
tween any of the means for Statement 7 or a significant interaction. 
Statement 8—"It is best for the local school district to have 
the responsibility for educating special students." 
Table 23. A comparison of the means for Statement 8 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 0.75 0.75 0.01 
Size category 1 135.35 135.25 1.77 
Interaction 
Pos X Size 
1 35.27 35.27 0.46 
Residual 240 18372.20 76.55 
Total 243 18543.41 
69 
No significant differences were indicated for any of the means. 
Neither position, school size, nor interaction were statistically sig­
nificant for Statement 8. 
Statement 9—"To much testing is required to place a student in 
special education." 
Table 24. A comparison of the means for Statement 9 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 264.74 264.74 
* 
4.79 
Size category 1 1.65 1.65 0.03 
Interaction 
Fos X Size 
1 111.37 111.37 2.02 
Residual 240 13256.63 55.24 
Total 243 13634.06 
Significant at the .05 leveli 
A significant difference was indicated for the mean scores of 
parents and administrators. No significant difference was Indicated 
for school size and there was no significant Interaction between posi­
tion and school size. 
Statement 10—"Too many students receive special education who 
have only mild handicaps." 
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Table 25. A comparison of the means for Statement 10 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS • F 
Position 1 248.74 248.74 4.61* 
Size category 1 24.32 24.32 0.45 
interaction 
Pos X Size 
1 0.53 0.53 0.01 
Residual 240 12943.22 53.93 
Total 243 13218.11 
ie 
Significant at the .05 level. 
A significant difference was indicated for the mean scores of 
parents and administrators. No significant difference was indicated 
for school size nor was the interaction significant. 
Statement 11—"The State of Iowa should pay all of the costs of 
special education." 
Table 26. A comparison of the means for Statement 11 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 315.01 315.01 3.69 
Size category 1 639,44 639.44 7.49 
Interaction 
Pos X Size 
1 0.68 0.68 0.01 
Residual 240 20491.88 85.38 
Total 243 21439.70 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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Significant differences were revealed for the means of groups by 
position (parents and administrators) and by size of school (smaller and 
larger). There was no significant interaction. 
Statement 12—"In July, 1975, a new special education law went 
into effect in Iowa. This new law has made special education better 
in Iowa." 
Table 27. A comparison of the means for Statement 12 of two groups 
(parents and administrators) and two school district size 
categories (smaller and larger) 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
Position 1 66.31 66.31 1.43 
Size category 1 38.27 38.27 0.83 
Interaction 
Pos X Size 
1 17.71 17.71 0.38 
Residual 240 11122.29 46.34 
Total 243 11245.41 
No significant differences were Indicated for the means of any of 
the groups and there was no significant Interaction. 
The tables show that for Statements 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 
11 different responses according to position or role contributed to 
the significant F in each case. On Statements 5 and 11 different re­
sponses according to school size resulted in a significant F. On none 
of the items was there a significant interaction between position or 
role and size category. The tables indicated that position more often 
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contributed to a difference in mean scores than did school size category, 
and on no statement did a significant interaction exist. 
Summary of Findings Relative to the Hypotheses 
The following were found to be significantly different mean scores 
at the .05 level of confidence, hence the null hypothesis was rejected 
in each instance. 
Null hypothesis one: 
There is no significant difference in principals' and superin­
tendents' perceptions of special education as measured by group 
mean scores on the opinlonnaire. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for Statement 14. 
Null hypothesis two: 
There is no significant difference between the elementary and 
secondary principals' perceptions of special education as 
measured by group mean scores on the opinlonnaire. 
Failed to reject the null hypothesis for any statement. 
Null hypothesis three: 
There is no significant difference in legislators' and educa-
- tion administrators' perceptions of special education as 
measured by group mean scores on the opinlonnaire. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for Statements 6, 8, 10, 11, 
12, 15, and 16. 
Null hypothesis four: 
There is no significant difference in parents' and education admin­
istrators' perceptions of special education as measured by group 
mean scores on the opinlonnaire. 
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The null hypothesis was rejected for Statements 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
9, and 10 (only Statements 1 through 12 in the hypothesis). 
Null hypothesis five; 
There is no significant difference in parents' and legislators' 
perceptions of special education as measured by group mean 
scores on the opinionnaire. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for Statements 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 
10, and 11 (only Statements 1 through 12 in the hypothesis). 
Null hypothesis six; 
There is no significant difference in education administrators' 
perception of special education according to school district size 
as measured by group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for Statements 5, 13, and 14. 
Null hypothesis seven: 
There is no significant difference in parents' perception of 
special education according to school district size as measured 
by group mean scores on the opinionnaire. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for Statement 11. 
Findings Relative to Area Education Agencies 
The data regarding the area education agencies (AEAs) were analyzed 
using a single classification analysis of variance, then the means were 
compared using a Duncan's multiple range test for significant differ­
ence. The .05 level was used for significance. While it would have 
been possible to compare the mean scores for parents and administrators 
for each of the fifteen AEAs, the number of observations per group would 
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have been so small as to make the results of little value. Legislators 
were not identified by AEAs. 
The AEÂS were grouped according to certain categories based on 
available information from the State Comptroller's Office for the 
1976-77 school year. 
Since the development of the AEÂs was directly a result of SF 1163, 
some statements regarding the functions of the AEAs were included in 
the opinionnaire. Only those statements mentioning the AEAs or the 
new law were included in the analyses of data for categories of AEAs. 
These included Statements 1, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 21. 
The categories for analyses included AEA size, AEA expenditure per 
student for special education support services, percentage of students 
in the AEA weighted for special education, and the percentage of stu­
dents in the AEA in private schools. 
In dividing the area education agencies by size, the following 
four categories were selected. 
1 = Under 25,000 students (n = 39) 
2 = 25,001 through 40,000 students (n = 92) 
3 = 40,001 through 60,000 students (n = 43) 
4 = Over 60,000 students (n = 74) 
The range was 13,973 to 117,971 students. 
In analyzing the data by AEA size categories, none of the mean 
scores were significantly different for the six statement's relating to 
AEAs or the new law. 
In dividing the area education agencies by expenditure per student 
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for special education support services, the following four categories 
were selected. 
1 = Under $45 per student (n = 46) 
2 = $45.01 through $50 per student (n = 107) 
3 = $50,01 through $55 per student (n = 62) 
4 = Over $55 per student (n = 33) 
The range was $40.27 to $60.25 per student. 
Two of the six statements had a significant F score by this divi­
sion of categories. Statements 7 and 12. The F tables and the signifi­
cantly different means using the Duncan method at the .05 level are shown 
in Tables 28 and 29. 
Statement 7—"In 1975, new area education agencies were formed in 
Iowa. The new area education agencies have had a strong positive influ­
ence on special education." 
Table 28. Comparison of the wean scores for the AEAs by per student ex­
penditure for special education support services for 
Statement 7 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
** 
AEA per student 3 519.25 173.08 3.63 
expenditure 
Residual 242 11533.31 47.66 
Total 245 12052.56 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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3 4 2 1 
23.4 25.0 26.7 27.0 
The number above the mean score identifies the category. All 
means having the same line under them do not differ significantly 
from each other. 
The mean score for Category 3 differs significantly from the mean 
scores for Categories 2 and 1. Category 3 was the next highest for per 
student expenditure for special education support services and obtained 
the lowest mean score for this statement. Categories 1 and 2 were the two 
lower categories for per student expenditure and obtained significantly 
higher mean scores on Statement 7 than Category 3. 
Statement 12—"In July, 1975, a new special education law went into 
effect in Iowa. This new law has made special education better in Iowa." 
Table 29. Comparison of the mean scores for the AEAs by per student 
expenditure for special education support services for 
Statement 12 
Source of 
variation df SS MS F 
AEA per pupil 
expenditure 
3 470.00 156.67 3,50* 
Residual 241 10791.56 44.78 
Total 244 11261.56 
ic 
Significant at the .05 level. 
77 
3 4 2 1 
23.8 26.1 26.6 27.8 
The number above the mean score identifies the category. All 
means having the same line under them do not differ signifi­
cantly from each other. 
The mean score for Category 3 differs significantly from those for 
Categories 2 and 1. The order of categories is the same as with State­
ment 7. Category 3, the next highest in per pupil expenditure for 
support services, obtained the lowest mean score. Categories 1 and 2, 
the two lower categories for per student expenditure, obtained signifi­
cantly higher mean scores on Statement 12 than did Category 3. 
In dividing the area education agencies by percentage of students 
weighted for special education, the following four categories were 
selected. 
1 = Under 5 percent of enrollment weighted (n = 145) 
2 = 5=1 through 5=9 percent of enrollment weighted (n = 38) 
3 = 6.0 through 6.9 percent of enrollment weighted (n = 51) 
4 = 7  p e r c e n t  a n d  o v e r  o f  e n r o l l m e n t  w e i g h t e d  ( n  =  1 4 )  
The range was 3.5 percent to 7.4 percent of enrollment weighted. 
In analyzing the data by AEÂ percent of weighted special education 
students, there were no significantly different mean scores for the six 
statements relating directly to the AEAs or the new law. 
In dividing the area education agencies by percentage of private 
students, the following four categories were selected. 
1 = Under 5 percent of enrollment in private schools (n = 45) 
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2 = 5.1 through 10 percent of enrollment in private schools 
(n = 118) 
3 = 10,1 through 15 percent of enrollment in private schools 
(n = 46) 
4 = Over 15 percent of enrollment in private schools (n = 39) 
The range was 1 percent to 26,6 percent of enrollment in private 
schools. 
Analyzing the data by the percentage of students in private schools 
in the AEA revealed none of the mean scores were significantly differ­
ent for the six statements directly related to the ÂEAs or the new law. 
In summary, when dividing the AEAs by the various categories and 
analyzing the data for six statements directly related to the AEAs or 
the new law, one category indicated significantly different means. The 
category was per student expenditure for special education support ser­
vices in the AEA. Two statements were significantly different. State­
ment 7—"In 1975, new area educational agencies have had a strong posi­
tive influence on special education." Statement 12--"In July, 1975, a 
new special education law went in effect in Iowa, This new law made 
special education better in Iowa," 
On both statements. Category 3, the next highest in per student ex­
penditure, obtained the lowest mean score. It was significantly differ­
ent from Categories 1 and 2, the two lowest for per student expenditure, 
which obtained the highest mean scores. 
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CHAPTER V. CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Interpretation of Responses 
Mr, Frank Vance, Director of Special Education for the Iowa De­
partment of Public Instruction, made the comment, "I am convinced that 
the new law (SF 1163) will succeed or fail based on what local educa­
tion administrators think about special education and this new law." 
(Interview September 10, 1976.) This study was intended to help 
determine what the local administrators, as well as parents and key 
legislators, think about special education and the new law. 
The rate of returns for the opinionnaires from superintendents and 
principals indicated a concern regarding the area of special education. 
Eighty-two percent of the superintendents responded to the first mail­
ing and eighty-eight percent of the substitute group, actually a new 
mailing to a new group, responded. Similar percentages were observed 
for principals. 
The rate of returns for parents was acceptable. As pointed out 
in Chapter III, the rate of actual returns may have been as high as 
sixty-six percent. Superintendents may have considered it inconvenient 
or awkward to send opinionnaires to parents. In other studies involv­
ing parents of special education students, the highest return rate this 
researcher could find was sixty percent (31, p. 18). 
Some parents wrote interesting notes on the opinionnaires regard­
ing their children. Others wrote notes of thanks for being included 
in the survey. A few parents asked to be informed of the results. No 
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parent indicated any offense at being selected for the study or being 
asked to respond to any statement. 
Legislators responded to personal contact with a return rate of 
sixty-one percent, although several commented they either didn't have 
time for opinionnaires or didn't care to participate. 
The overall impression of the results was one of remarkable agree­
ment among the various groups. There were statistically significant 
differences, yet there was general agreement in the direction of most 
of the responses. There were no extremes of one group being high on the 
agreement scale while another was high on the disagreement scale. 
Parents as a group tended to mark the extremes of the scale more 
than the other two groups. On nine of the twelve statements to which 
parents responded, their mean scores were higher on the agreement or dis­
agreement scale than both administrators or legislators. Parents ap­
peared to feel the issues of special education more than other groups. 
Having those feelings normally attributed to parents, they would quite 
naturally respond strongly regarding the needs of their handicapped 
youngsters. 
Legislators as a group tended to respond to the neither-agree-
nor-disagree point on the scale. On ten of the twenty-one items to which 
they responded, they were within three scale points of the "neither" 
description on the scale. Legislators apparently found it more prudent 
not to take positions they would consider extreme. 
Using the .05 level of confidence, several statistically signifi­
cant differences were obtained. When the responses of principals and 
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superintendents were compared, a difference In mean scores was obtained 
for Statement 14. When elementary and secondary principals were com­
pared, no statistically significant differences were obtained. 
The comparison of legislators' and educational administrators' 
responses resulted in statistical differences for Statements 6, 8, 10, 
11, 12, 15, and 16. The comparison of parents' and educational adminis­
trators' responses resulted in statistical differences for Statements 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, and 10. The comparison of parents' and legislators' 
responses resulted in statistical differences for Statements 1, 2, 3, 
5, 6, 8, 10, and 11. 
When the results for administrators were compared according to the 
school district size categories of smaller and larger, statistical dif­
ferences were noted for Statements 5, 13, and 14. 
When the results for parents were compared according to the school 
district size categories of smaller and larger, a statistical difference 
was obtained for Statement 11. 
In all the comparisons of mean scores according to the hypotheses, 
there was a total possibility of one hundred twenty statistical differ­
ences. The results, using the .05 level of confidence, indicated 
statistical differences on twenty-eight comparisons. When only the 
comparisons of parents to legislators or administrators were considered, 
there was a total possibility of twenty-four statistical differences. 
The results indicated a total of sixteen statistical differences. 
It was the opinion of the researcher that statistical difference 
in mean scores may not always have reflected a practical difference. For 
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example, when legislators and administrators were compared on Statement 
12, there was a statistically significant difference on the t-test of 
the means. Figure 4 illustrates, with slight enlargement of the orig­
inal, how the statement and scale appeared to the respondent. The 
figure also illustrates the scale converted to number values and the 
approximate location on the scale of the mean scores for administrators 
and legislators. 
The point to be made is that In measuring attitudes and opinions, 
there was perhaps little difference between the two places Illustrated 
on the scale. The researcher felt a difference of five points on the 
scale, when statistically different, would be more meaningful in inter­
preting a practical difference for individual Statements. Five points 
is the distance fron one descriptive term on the scale to another. An 
exception might be when the means occurred on different sides of the 
agree-disagree scale. 
It was also the researcher's opinion that trend lines across several 
statements was an important guide to the Interpretation of results. 
These opinions affected the conclusions and discussions that follow. 
Conclusions 
Among education administrators, parents of special education stu­
dents, and legislators there was a positive support for many aspects of 
special education and the new law in Iowa. The basic philosophy of 
special education, the efficacy of special education, the new law, and 
the new area education agencies all received support. While there were 
differences in the degree of agreement or disagreement, on many Issues 
Statement 12. In July, 1975, a new special education law went into effect in Iowa. 
This new law has made special education better in Iowa. 
Very Very 
Absolutely Strongly Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Strongly Absolutely 
1 1 I ! ! 1 ! I I 
10 15 20 25 30 35 
Administrators 25.5 Legislators 28.3 
: i -J LX % I I 
Figure 4. Illustration of Statement 12 as it appeared on the opinionnaire, the conversion 
of the Likert scale to number values, and the location of administrators' and 
legislators' mean scores on the scale for Statement 12 
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the opinions of the groups were in the same general direction. 
Parents differed most from other groups in their perceptions of 
the issues. They felt more strongly the opinions they expressed. They 
agreed more strongly with the basic philosophy of special education, the 
efficacy of special education placement, mainstreaming, local district 
responsibility, and testing for special education placement. 
The divergent perceptions of parents were more in contrast with 
those of legislators than administrators. On two issues parents' per­
ceptions were in disagreement with legislators'. Parents did not feel 
that too many students in special education had only mild handicaps and 
they did not feel enough had been spent on special education in Iowa. 
Administrators agreed with parents on the issue of mild handicaps, but 
not on the issue of having spent enough for special education. 
The opinions of administrators were somewhere between those of 
parents and legislators. Parents and legislators were the most divergent 
of the main groups, while administrators were near to both groups. There 
was a true mix in that some perceptions of administrators were nearer 
to parents and some nearer to legislators. 
Educational administrators agreed quite well with each other on 
the Issues surveyed. Superintendents and principals failed to differ 
except on the method of electing ÂEÂ board members. This difference 
was due to the superintendents of larger districts preferring the present 
method as opposed to citizen election. 
The vantage point of different grade levels of school administra­
tion didn't affect the perceptions measured in this study. Elementary 
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and secondary principals were remarkably congruent in their perceptions. 
On none of the issues did they disagree with each other as a group. 
School size did not appear as a significant factor influencing 
perception of the issues. On only two of the twelve items analyzed 
with the multiple classification analysis of variance was size a factor. 
On nine of twelve items position was a significant factor. Mean differ­
ences were more often due to the role or position of those in a group 
than to the size of the school district represented. 
Legislators and administrators differed on issues related to 
local control. Administrators favored greater freedom and agreed they 
could spend money better than the ÂEÂs. Both groups were undecided on 
the more specific issues of state rules and regulations for special edu­
cation, federal influence on special education, and the need for more 
special education programs. 
All in all, difference in AEAs according to the category distinc-
tives selected did not make many differences in the perceptions of the 
qualities of the AEAs or the effect on the new law. Where differences 
were found, they appeared to be counter to the concept that additional 
spending per student for support services results in better quality. 
What parents and administrators perceived as quality was not favorably 
influenced by larger size, additional support service spending, a larger 
percentage of students identified for special education, or a higher con­
centration of parochial students. 
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Discussion of the Findings Relative to 
Specific Opinionnaire Statements 
Discussion of the results relative to categories of area education 
agencies was not included under this heading. Those comments were in­
cluded under a separate heading. Included here were the results for 
the various groups included in the hypotheses of Chapter I as related 
to the individual statements of the opinionnaire. 
Statement 1—"It is good that schools must teach all special edu­
cation students." 
The mean score of all groups fell at the "agree strongly" point 
on the scale for this statement. Parents differed from legislators and 
administrators in that they agreed more strongly. 
Statement 2—"Even if the schools are short of money, special edu­
cation should be provided to all students who need it." 
The mean score of all groups was at the agree strongly point with 
this statement also, though there was a slight decrease from Statement 1. 
The element of finances may account for that. Again, parents differed 
from legislators and administrators in that they agreed more strongly 
with the statement. The mean differences did not exceed five points on 
the scale. Both Statements 1 and 2 are somewhat philosophical regarding 
special education and relate to several recent court decisions. All 
groups appeared to be in agreement with the philosophy of the court de­
cisions that special education is a basic right and that schools, even 
when short of money, should protect that right. 
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Statement 3—"Enough money is being spent for special 
education now; the schools do not need to spend more for it." 
This statement moved from a philosophy of the basic right to educa­
tion to perceptions of the situation as it now exists regarding finances. 
The mean score of all groups but parents was on the agree side of the 
scale, indicating their perception that enough has been spent. However, 
that agreement was very slight. Parents disagreed with the statement 
and differed in excess of five points from the other groups. 
This statement resulted in the most marked difference of opinion 
among any of the groups in the survey. Parents of special education 
students were just not of the opinion that enough has been done. Since 
the mean score of other groups was so slight in agreement with the state­
ment, there was probably true indecision on this statement among admin­
istrators and legislators. This may contribute to an explanation for 
the need felt by parents to form advocate groups in support of the hand­
icapped in recent years. 
Statement 4--"Students who receive special education leam better 
in school than when they receive no help." 
Some of the highest mean scores for the various groups occurred 
on this statement, all in excess of agree strongly on the scale. All 
groups were in agreement that special education is academically bene­
ficial to the students. However, there is not strong research to sup­
port this perception, perhaps even contraindications (13, p. 6). 
Statement 5—"Students who receive special education feel better 
about themselves than when they receive no help." 
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The mean scores were all near the agree or strongly agree point on 
the scale. Parents differed from administrators and legislators in that 
they agreed more strongly with the statement. There was an interesting 
difference in administrators from larger and smaller districts. The 
mean score for smaller school administrators indicated stronger agree­
ment with the statement. The perceptions of larger school administra­
tors may have been affected by awareness of some of the research. By 
and large the findings have been inconclusive, but some results with 
mentally retarded students indicate that self-concept has decreased 
after special class placement (10, p. 99; 13, p. 9; 46, p. 499). The 
perceptions of parents, administrators, and legislators in this study 
appeared to be that self-concept should improve. 
Statement 6—"Special education should be a part of the regular 
school as much as possible." 
While the mean score of all groups was near or beyond the strongly 
sgTGc point, parsnts, administrators, and legislators all diffared fr^wi 
each other. The mean for parents was highest, then administrators, 
followed by legislators. This statement concerned what is commonly 
called the mainstreaming concept or philosophy. The contrast between 
parents and legislators was one of stronger feelings by parents. This 
was the highest mean score for parents, approaching very strongly agree 
on the scale. It would appear that parents desire strongly to have their 
handicapped children integrated into the regular school program as much 
as possible. 
Statement 7—"In 1975, new area education agencies were formed in 
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Iowa. The new area education agencies have had a strong positive influ­
ence on special education." 
This was the first statement on the opinionnaire directly relating 
to the new law in Iowa, SF 1163. There were no significant differences 
in the responses of groups. The means were all quite close to the agree 
point on the scale. 
There could be some question as to just how much awareness parents 
have of the function and operation of the area education agencies. Local 
district programs tend to be nearby and visible, whereas AEÂ operations 
are more distant. Still, parents had probably heard something of the 
operation of the ÂEÂs and this survey indicated that what they have seen 
and heard had been positive. 
There was some difficulty with the wording of this statement. The 
world "strong" should not have been included in the statement. It was 
probably difficult to respond with strongly agree or strongly disagree 
tc the concept of "strong positive influence 
Statement 8--"It is best for the local school district to have 
the responsibility for educating special students." 
The mean score for parents and administrators was the same, between 
agree and strongly agree. For legislators it was between neither and 
agree. Parents and administrators appeared to feel more keenly the whole 
issue of local control than did legislators. It has been pointed out in 
this study that parents feel strongly the need for special education 
services, and it appeared that they agreed with their administrators 
that the services should be through the local schools. Having more 
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statewide responsibilities, legislators may have felt other options for 
special education service were available besides the local school. 
Statement 9—"Too much testing is required to place a student in 
special education." 
The mean score of all groups was on the disagree side of the scale. 
Interestingly, the mean for elementary principals was within one scale 
point of neither. Parents responded more in the direction of disagree 
than all other groups. 
There may be some feeling among elementary principals that they 
know their students well enough that some of the testing isn't necessary. 
To score this close to neither, there were undoubtedly several who 
agreed with the statement. This interpretation would be in contrast 
to parents who do not feel too much testing is required of their young­
sters. 
Statement 10—"Too many students receive special education help who 
have only mild handicaps." 
The mean for parents was beyond disagree, toward strongly disagree. 
For administrators it was at about disagree and for legislators it was 
at neither. All three groups differed from each other, with parents 
disagreeing more strongly with the statement. 
These results were in support of a comment made by John Vint, Lobby­
ist for the Iowa State Education Association, in an interview September 
17, 1976. He observed that several legislators had said the law provided 
service to a lot of students who didn't really need it. The statements 
were to the effect that some students were receiving some "counseling" 
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while the legislators had thought they would receive special class 
instruction. 
If this was the opinion of a substantial number of legislators, it 
was in contrast to that of parents. The parents apparently didn't view 
the handicaps as "mild". This concept of mild in special education is 
most often associated with the movement to establish learning disabil­
ities programs in the schools. Since about fifty percent of the weighted 
special education students in Iowa are categorized learning disabled, 
it can be expected that many of the parents in the sample had students 
in learning disabilities programs. 
Statement ll--"The State of Iowa should pay all of the costs of 
special education." 
The mean for legislators was slightly on the disagree side of the 
scale and for parents and administrators on the agree side. Parents 
contrasted most with legislators on responses. The mean for parents 
from smaller schools indicated greater agreement with the statement than 
for parents from larger schools. Parents in smaller districts may have 
realized some of the financial stress created by special services and 
felt the State Treasury should be utilized. By contrast, legislators 
were more protective of state money. 
Statement 12—"In July, 1975, a new special education law went into 
effect in Iowa. This new law has made special education better in Iowa." 
The mean for all groups fell near the agree point on the scale. 
The mean for legislators was more toward strongly agree than for the 
other groups. Though the difference is somewhat small, it just may have 
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been that legislators vere more enthusiastic about the law they passed 
than were other groups. 
To the researcher, this was a key statement and the responses very 
interesting. This touches closely on the basic purpose of the study. 
The agree responses were interpreted as favorable toward the success 
of SF 1163. 
On Statements 13 through 21, parents were no longer in the sample. 
The statements are more specific in relation to the implementation of 
SF 1163. 
Statement 13--"The area education agencies should have to answer 
to the public more than they do now." 
The mean scores were all near the agree point on the scale. Ad­
ministrators from smaller schools indicated slightly more agreement 
with the statement than did other groups. The issue dealt with here 
should be a matter of concern to the AEAs in their methods of opera­
tion. There may be some resentment as to how the AEAs develop their 
budget and obtain money from the local districts. The AEAs do not have 
to hold a public budget hearing, and costs to local districts for many 
of the services are billed directly from the State Comptroller's Office 
rather than from the AEA (62, p. 2). 
Statement 14—"The board of directors of the area education agency 
should be elected directly by the citizens of the area." 
The mean scores indicated agreement with the statement. However, 
superintendents differed from principals in that they were in less agree­
ment, and administrators from larger districts differed from those in 
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smaller districts in that they (larger districts) were in less agree­
ment. These differences were largely a result of an interesting inter­
action. The mean score for superintendents from larger districts indi­
cated disagreement with this statement, while superintendents from 
smaller districts agreed. The difference between superintendents in 
larger and smaller districts was significant at the .01 level on a t-test 
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of the means (t = 2.80 ). 
Superintendents are closer to the election process for ÂEÂ boards 
than other groups in this survey. Local boards from larger districts 
have proportionately more votes for ÂEÂ board members than local boards 
from smaller districts. Larger district school superintendents appar­
ently appreciated this advantage. 
Statement 15—"The money spent by the area education agencies on 
special education could be spent better by the local districts." 
The mean for administrators indicated agreement while for legis­
lators it indicated disagreement. The response for admlaistrators cn 
this statement was interpreted as more an issue of local or fiscal 
management than of anti-AEA feeling. On Statement 7, administrators 
had indicated agreement with a strong positive influence on special edu­
cation by the ÂEÂs. Local administrators probably felt they could spend 
the money better than another agency. This is not an uncommon opinion 
among administrators; however, legislators didn't agree with them. 
Statement 16—"The local school district should have more freedom 
to build its own special education program." 
The results were very similar to those for Statement 15. Those 
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opinions measured in Statements 15 and 16 were probably measuring the 
same basic issue of local control and fiscal management. 
Statement 17—"The schools have just about all the special educa­
tion programs they need." 
The mean scores were all near the neither point on the scale. The 
answers related well to Statement 3. On that statement administrators 
and legislators did not indicate a strong opinion as to whether or not 
enough money had already been spent on special education. On this state­
ment, they again indicated no strong opinion as to whether the schools 
had enough special education programs. While one statement dealt with 
finances and the other with services, they must have been very much re­
lated in the minds of administrators and legislators. 
Statement 18--"The State of Iowa has too many special education 
rules and regulations." 
Again, the mean scores were near the neither point on the scale. 
This related very much to Statement 19. 
Statement 19—"The federal government dictates too many of the 
special education rules and practices in Iowa." 
The mean scores were very similar to Statement 18. The point of 
Statements 18 and 19 was to determine whether the groups perceived 
special education as being cumbersome with rules and regulations and to 
what extent they perceived the federal government being involved in 
the rules. There was simply no clear direction in the opinions of the 
groups. It may have been that rules and federal influence were recog­
nized as inevitables in education, but not necessarily appreciated. 
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Statement 20—"The weighted enrollment system is the best way to 
fund special education." 
All groups tended to agree nearly the same with this statement. In 
the first draft of the opinionnaire, there was a statement regarding 
the appropriateness of the present weightings and this would have been 
an interesting item for interpretation. However, the weightings were 
changed in December, 1976, by the Budget Review Committee and it was felt 
the entire issue of appropriateness had become too confused by that time. 
As a system of budgeting for special education, weighted enrollment 
appeared from these results to have some support. The experience of 
administrators and legislators with the confusing method of funding 
prior to SF 1163 may have contributed to agreement with this statement. 
Statement 21=""The new law that went in effect in July of 1975 
helped special education programs In the rural areas more than in the 
cities." 
All groups indicated slight agreement with this statement. The re­
sponses by school district size were interesting since some differences 
might have been expected. There were no significant differences. The 
intent of the law was to help equalize services statewide and adminis­
trators from larger and smaller districts apparently perceived that 
this resulted in relatively more help for rural areas than urban. 
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Discussion of Findings Relative to Area Education Agencies 
One of the major results of SF 1163 was the creation of the area 
education agencies (AEAs) to, among other things, assist in providing 
services for special education students. It was felt that some analyses 
of the data regarding AEAs would be a useful and interesting adjunct to 
this study. The analyses were conducted only on Statements 7, 12, 13, 
14, 15, and 21. These statements all mentioned the new law or the AEAs. 
The categories for analyses Included AEA size, per pupil expenditure 
for special education support services In the AEA, percentage of students 
weighted for special education in the AEA, and percentage of students 
in private schools in the AEA. 
The results were as interesting for the differences not found as 
for the differences found. In only one category were differences found 
(per pupil expenditure for special education support services) and this 
was fOIT two of the SiX StotcmcIiuS. 
It cannot be said from these data that there was an ideal size for 
the AEAs that resulted in more positive perceptions of the AEAs. Size 
categorizations were as follows: 
1 = Under 25,000 students 
2 = 25,001 through 40,000 students 
3 = 40,001 through 60,00 students 
4 = Over 60,000 students 
Using size categories, neither the larger nor the smaller fared signifi­
cantly better on the statements. While some might assume that larger 
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AEÀs have more resources to specialize in some handicapping areas, it 
was not reflected in responses on this opinionnaire that more positive 
perceptions resulted. 
The expense per pupil for special education support services re­
sulted in two statements with significantly different mean scores. 
Per student expense categorizations were as follows: 
1 = Iftider $45 per student 
2 = $45.01 through $50 per student 
3 = $50.01 through $55 per student 
4 = Over $55 per student 
One statement dealt with the "strong positive Influence on special edu­
cation" that AEAs have. The other statement referred to the new law 
making special education better. In both instances, the two AEA cate­
gories with the lower per pupil expenditures obtained more positive 
responses than one with higher expenditures. The differences were sta­
tistical as well as practical. 
This would seem to raise a question of the value of spending more 
for special education support services in an AEA. There may be other 
circumstances affecting the results which were not apparent. However, 
a study of the map of AEA boundaries (Appendix VI) did not indicate 
geographical size as the explanation. 
The percentage of students weighted for special education in an 
AEA might be viewed as some indication of how progressive an AEA was in 
developing special education programs. Percentage of weighted cate­
gorizations were as follows: 
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1 = Under 5 percent of enrollment weighted 
2 = 5.1 through 5.9 percent of enrollment weighted 
3 = 6.0 through 6.9 percent of enrollment weighted 
4 = 7  p e r c e n t  a n d  o v e r  o f  e n r o l l m e n t  w e i g h t e d  
A larger percentage weighted would probably indicate greater progress 
in having identified students. If so, this did not result in more posi­
tive or negative responses on the opinionnaire items as analyzed. The 
data did not support mean differences by this category on AEA-related 
statements. 
The category of private enrollment was used because there was such 
a broad range among AEAs. Private school enrollment categorizations 
were as follows: 
1 = Under 5 percent of enrollment in private schools 
2 = 5.1 through 10 percent of enrollment in private schools 
3 = 10.1 through 15 percent of enrollment in private schools 
4 = Over 15 percent ox enrûllmëat in private schools. 
Actually, the percentage for AEAs in category four was well over twenty 
percent. Certainly, a high percentage was indicative of a concentration 
of parochial students in an AEA. The two AEAs having this high per­
centage are in northwest and northeast Iowa. This concentration of 
parochial students did not appear to be a factor influencing percep­
tions regarding the functions of the AEA. 
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Limitations 
The use of parents in a special education survey is undoubtedly 
a sensitive area. As pointed out earlier, most parents have strong 
feelings regarding their children, and parents of the handicapped could 
be expected to feel deeply the difficulties of their youngsters. The 
researcher felt it was important to learn something of the opinions of 
parents of the handicapped. Particularly, because of the strong influ­
ence parent groups for the handicapped have had on legislation, their 
views on the new law and special education practices should be solicited. 
However, there was much reluctance and refusal to provide a sample of 
parents by the Department of Public Instruction and the directors of 
special education of the AEÂs. The reason was apparently a problem 
with confidentiality of records. Therefore, the method used to sample 
parents was somewhat inferior to what was desired. 
The researcher had no reliable way to determine just how faith- . 
fully each of the forty-four school districts in this study selected 
five parents in a random fashion. Whether these parents represented 
all handicapping conditions in special education in Iowa could not be 
determined. 
Reccanmendations 
The results of this study indicated support for the philosophy of 
special education in Iowa. Also, there was support for many of the 
issues associated with the new law, e.g., mainstreaming, local control. 
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weighted enrollment funding, and testing of students. In addition, the 
area education agency structure resulting from the reorganization re- . 
ceived favorable results. Overall, there was a perception that special 
education became better as a result of the new law. This support should 
be recognized as a potentially positive element for those advocating 
special education services in the public schools of Iowa. The indica­
tions seemed to be that the law should continue much as it was origi­
nally written. 
Some issues appeared to require closer scrutiny. Parents' opinions 
that not enough money has been spent will continue to be a force in the 
state. Administrators and legislators would do well to understand the 
feelings of parent advocate groups. Those representing parents of 
special education students are apparently correct when they refer to the 
strong feelings held by their membership, tfore could be done to under­
stand the nature of these feelings. Research into this area appeared 
from this study to be warranted. 
The marked difference between parents* and administrators' percep­
tions of mild handicaps as opposed to legislators' should be investi­
gated further. It would be worthwhile to study more closely what each 
group, particularly parents and legislators, perceive as a mild handi­
cap and what each perceives as the school district's responsibility 
to such students. What legislators view as mild may be in contrast to 
what parents view as mild. 
A subject of concern to the area education agencies, the Iowa Gen­
eral Assembly, and the Department of Public Instruction should be how 
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the AEAs answer to the public. The general agreement with the state­
ment that AEAs should answer more to the public would merit further 
study. There may be a need for the AEAs to hold public hearings on 
budget development. 
This study occurred at a time when the initial elements of SF 1163 
should have been implemented in most of Iowa. A follow-up study would 
be valuable to compare some of the opinionnaire items after three or 
five years of implementation. Such results, compared to the results 
following eighteen months in this study, would be useful to determine 
what support has been sustained, gained, or lost and to discover problem 
areas that may develop. There was slight indication that the cost of 
special education was being felt by those responsible for the funds. A 
follow-up study would help alert special education leaders of any back­
lash of negative feeling developing as a result of high costs. 
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DIRECTIONS FOR OPINIONNAIRE 
Please read each statement carefully, then mark the point on the scale that best 
represents your opinion. 
For example, if you strongly agree with the following statement, you might place 
the X just past that point on the scale. 
All men are created equal. 
Very Very 
AbMlutaly Strongly Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly .Strongly Absolutely 
' ' ' • I • ' V ' O I S A C R S E  '  A  6  R  E  W  
If you are completely undecided whether you agree or disagree, place an X at 
"neither", "Absolutely" means there is no doubt whatsoever as to whether you 
agree or disagree. You may use any point on the scale that you feel reflects 
your opinion. Please respond to each statement. 
These statem«ants are in no way designed to be a test. There are no right or wrong 
answers to the statements. The answers which will be most helpful are the ones 
which best reflect your own feelings to each statement. 
1. It is good that schools wist teach all special education students. 
Very Very 
Absoluttly Strongly Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Strongly Abmolutely 
I I I 1 1 I I 
D I S A G R E E  A C R E *  
2. Even If the schools are short of money, special education should be provided 
to all students who need it. 
Abà. V-S-D S-O D Neither A S-A V-S-A Abe. 
D I S A G R E E  '  '  *  À â k ' £ E  '  '  
3. Enough money is being spent for special education now; the schools do not need 
to spend more for it. 
Ab«. V-S-D S-D D Neither A S-A V-S-A Aba. 
I  '  B l S X è l l E K  '  +  T T t V i — !  '  '  
4. Students who receive special education learn better in school than when they 
receive no help. 
Abs. V-S-D S-D D Neither A S-A V-S-A Aba. 
D I S A G R E E  '  *  A  £  h  S  
(OVER, PLEASE) 
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3. Students who receive special education feel better about themselves than 
when they receive no help. 
Vmvy v«ry 
Absolutely Strongly Strongly Slsagre* Neither Agree Strongly Strongly Absolutely 
' I l . I • . 1 
O Z S A C R X B  '  A C R K I  
6« Special education students should be a part of the regular sdtiool as much 
as possible. 
Ab«. V-S-D S-D 0 Neither A S-A V-S-A Abe. 
'  '  D I S A G R E E  '  '  '  A O R V I  
7. In 1975, new area education agencies were formed in Iowa. 
The new area education agencies have had a strong positive influence on special 
education. 
Ah*. V-S-D S.D s Neither A S-A V-S-A Abs. 
I ' BlSièXEE '  ^ ' A6 ft'g I ' ' 
8. It is best for the local school district to have the responsibility for educat­
ing special students. 
Abs. V-S-S S-O Q Neither A S-A V-S-A Ab«. f  '  •  '  I  '  » .  1 . 1  
D I S A G R E E ' A C R E S  
9. Too much testing is required to place a student In special «duçAtlon. 
Very Very 
Absolutely Strongly Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Strongly Absolutely 
' ' I • ' ' 
D I S A G R E E  A C R E S  
10. Too many students receive special education help who have only mild handicaps. 
Abs. V-S-D S-D D Neither A S-A V-S-A Abs. 
^  ^  b t S A & R E E  '  A G R E E  *  .  '  
11. The State of Iowa should pay all of the costs of special education. 
Abs. V-S-D S-D 0 Neither A S^  V-SjA Abs. 
'—DïËÀ&R::—' ' * Aflft'si 
I.'. In July, 1975, a new spécial education law went into effect in Iowa. 
This new law lias made special education better in loua. 
Abs. V-S-D S-D D Neither A S-A V-S-A Abs. 
'  D I S A G R E E  '  '  '  A C R E S  
P:ific 3 
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13, The area education agcncios should have to answer to the public more than 
they do now. 
Very Very 
Absolutely Strongly Strcnqly D.sAgrco Neither Agree Strongly Strongly Absolutely 
L I 1 • I ' ' i 
D  I  S  A  C  R  £  E  a g r e e  
16. The board of directors of the aren éducation agency should be eIreLed directly 
by tl" citizens of »-'.»• .irea, 
Abs. \r-S>0 3-D 0 Nclrlicr A S-A V-^ -A Abs. 
'  '  D I S A G R E E  '  '  '  A G R E E  '  '  
I Th«' money s pen I by tin- i* « a ( i'in .ij-.i-nr i «•!: «in I <'du«*at ion could b<* 
spent Ivt t "f hy tli'- l< « .11 «11 strlcl 
Abs. V-S-U i-3 t> NcW.hor A i i - A  V-S-A Abs. 
I f I 1 i 1 1 1 1 
0  1  S  A  G  K  £  K  A C  R E E  
16. Tlie local school district should have more freedom to build its own special 
education program. 
Abs. V-S.D S-D 0 Neither A. S-A V-S-A Abs. 
A G R E S  '  '  b l S A i R E E  '  1  ^  '  '  
17. The schools have just about all the special education programs they need. 
Very Very 
Absolutely Strongly Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Strongly Absolutely 
t i »  . . M i  I  I I I i 
D I S A G R E E  :  A G R E E  
18. Tlie State of Iowa has too many special education rules and regulations. 
Abs. V-S-D S-D D Neither A S.A V-S-A Abs. 
^  D I S A G R E E  '  *  '  A r D p c 
19. Tlio federal government dictates too many of the special education ru I es and 
practices in Iowa. 
Abs. V-S-D S-O D Neither A &-A V-S-A Abs. 
1 « « -t- - -1 1 1 1 • I 
D I S A G R E E  '  A G R E E  
20. Tlie weighted enrollment system is the best way to fund special education. 
Abs. V-S.D S-D D Neither A S-A V-S-A Abs. 
'  ' d i s a g r e e  '  '  '  A G R E E  
21. The new law that went in effect July of 1975 helped special education programs 
in*thr rural areas more than in the cities. 
Abs.- V-S-D S-D D Neither A S-A V-S-A Abs. 
''— b i S A & k E E  ^ ' rnrVr ' ' 
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IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
College of Hdiication 
Professional Studies 
201 Curliss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Telephone 515-2*M-4I43 
Dear Superintendent: 
A year and a half ago the county school systems were reorganized into 
area education agencies. Associated with this reorganization were a 
number of practices, procedures, and fundings affecting special education 
in Iowa. 1 am conducting a research project, under the direction of 
Dr. Ross Engel of Iowa State University, to determine what certain in­
fluential groups perceive as the status of special education in Iowa 
at this point. 
Your school district was selected for the survey because it possesses 
certain representative characteristics. We need your help to obtain 
meaningful information as to opinions regarding special education. 
Mr. Frank Vance, Director of Special Education of the Department, of 
Public Instruction, has expressed strong interest in the results of 
this survey. It is felt that the information obtained would be useful 
in making decisions and recommendations. 
Basically, this is what is Involved in the study: 
1. You and selected principals in your district would complete 
the enclosed opinionnaires and return them in Che enclosed 
stamped envelopes. The principals have already been random­
ly selected and each one's name appears on the envelope 
containing his/her opinionnaire. 
2. You or your staff would randomly select five students in 
special education from your district whose parent(s) would 
complete an opinionnaire. Special education refers to 
resource rooms or self-contained rooms in the various 
handicaps, but only those students qualifying for weighted 
enrollment in special education. 
To insure confidentiality, only you would knos? the identity of the 
parents. Parent surveys will not be analyzed by specific districts. 
Five envelopes containing opinionnaires and stamped envelopes are 
enclosed to be sent to parents. 
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At no time during the study will you or your principals or parents be 
identified by nair.e or position. The identifying numbers on the administra­
tors* opinionnaires are only for assuring the representation of the sample. 
Parents* opinionnaires have no Identifying number. 
1 am persuaded that the time and effort you could give to this project 
are well worth it. As with any survey, you have the free choice whether 
or not to respond, I sincerely hope you will participate. The nature 
of the study is such that responses are needed from each of the selected 
school districts. 
Sincerely, 
Timothy Hoilinger 
Researcher 
Dr. Ross A. Engel 
Research Project Director 
Enclosures: Parent letter 
Principals' letter 
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lOWASTATE 
College of l-diicalion 
Professional Studies 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-4143 
Dear Principal: 
A year and a half ago the county school systems were reorganized 
into area education agencies* Associated with this reorganization 
were a number of practices, procedures, and fundings affecting 
special education in Iowa. I am conducting a research project, 
under the direction of Dr. Ross A. Engel of Iowa State University, 
to determine what certain influential groups perceive as the status 
of special education in Iowa at this point. 
Your superintendent has been asked to participate because your school 
district possesses certain representative characteristics. Your 
name was selected through random sampling. We need your help to 
obtain meaningful information as to opinions regarding special 
education. Mr. Frank Vance, Director of Special Education of the 
Department of Public Instruction, has expressed strong interest in 
the results of this survey. It is felt that the information obtained 
would be useful in making decisions and recommendations. 
At no time during the study wtll you be identified by name or posi­
tion. Tlie identifying number on your opinionnaire is only for assuring 
the representation of the sample. 
I am persuaded that the time and effort you could give to this project 
are well worth it. As with any surve% you have the free choice whether 
or not to respond. 1 sincerely hope you will participate. The nature 
of the study is such that responses are needed from each of the selected 
school districts. 
Sincerely, 
Timothy Hoflinger 
Researcher 
Dr. Ross A. Engel 
Research Project Director 
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IOWA STATE 
College of i-lducation 
Professional Studies 
201 Cïirliss Hail 
Ames. Iowa .MKM I 
UNIVERSITY T elephone 515 -294-414.1 
Dear 
À year and a half ago a law went into full effect that greatly in­
fluenced special education in Iowa. 1 am conducting a study, under 
the direction of Dr. Ross A. Engel of Iowa State University, to 
determine the perceptions of important, influential groups as to the 
status of special education. The groups chosen are parents, educators, 
and legislators. 
I feel the results of this study would be very useful in making future 
decisions and recommendations. You were selected because you met at 
least one of the following two criteria: 
1. A member of the Education Committee or Education Sub­
committee of Appropriations in the last session, re­
elected to this session of the legislature; or 
2. A member elected to a leadership position in the legislature. 
Please complete the enclosed opinlonnaire and seal it in the enclosed 
envelope. There is no need to sign the opinlonnaire. You will not be 
identified in the study by name or position, and all individual data 
will be held in strictest confidence. All legislators' responses will 
be analyzed as one group. 
I will return for the opinlonnaire from you or your secretary within 
five days. As with any survey, you have the free choice whether or 
not to respond. I sincerely hope you will participate in this study so 
as to make the results as valid as possible. 
Sincerely, 
Timothy Hoi linger 
Researcher 
Or. Ross A. Engel 
Research Project Director 
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IOWA STATE 
C'ollciie III i-Ulticiilion 
Professional Stiulios 
2(11 Ciirtiss Hiill 
Ames. Iowa 5(K1I I 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-244 4143 
Dear Parent: 
1 believe it is important for educators and others to know vAiat 
parents think about certain subjects. One of these Important sub­
jects is special education. 
Using a method that prevents me from knowing your identity, you have 
been selected to be a part of a survey. At no time will your name or 
school district be used in this study or survey. I am conducting 
this survey under the direction of Dr. Ross A. Engel of Iowa State 
University. 
You were sleeted because you have one or more children receiving 
special education in school. Special education is given to students 
having learning, mental, or emotional disabilities; or physical 
handicaps. The help given the children may be with a resource 
teacher or a special class teacher. 
Please complete the enclosed paper according to the directions. 
There is no need to sign your name. Then return it in the enclosed 
envelope within three days. Only a small number of parents were 
selected, so it is important for you to complete the paper. 
As with any survey, you have the free choice whether or not to 
respond. 1 sincerely hope you will participate. The responses you 
and other parents give will be very useful in making future decisions 
and recommendations for special education in Iowa. 
Sincerely, 
Timothy Bollinger 
Researcher 
Dr. Ross A. Engel 
Research Project Director 
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